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ABSTRACT
This study was designed to examine the influence of several 
potential sources of bias in the rating process. It specifically 
examined the potential effect of sex of rater and ratee, information 
about ratee characteristics, information about the job, and two rater 
personality factors on the way raters use performance information in 
coming to a final promotion decision. The study itself took place in 
a laboratory setting designed to simulate an assessment center. 
Raters were 320 business students at a large university. Pretesting 
was used to identify two jobs as recognizably "male" and "female" and 
two patterns of personality characteristics as either "male" or 
"female". Male and female raters were then asked to judge prcsto- 
tability of ratees who were identified as either male or female, and 
who had either "male" or "female" characteristics. Candidates were 
being considered for either "male" or "female" jobs. Rater cognitive 
complexity, as measured by the Hidden Figures Test, and attitudes 
toward women, as measured by the Women as Managers Scale, were also 
examined.
Results were examined i n a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2  factorial design with
two covariates. Variables were male vs. female rater, male vs. female
ratee, male vs. female characteristics and male vs. female job. The
rater personality characteristics were treated as covariates. Overall
results indicated that a contrast effect was operating and that women
having masculine characteristics were strongly preferred for all jobs,
even over males having the same characteristics. Women with feminine
characteristics were strongly rejected, when compared to males with
the same characteristics. Results of regression analysis of
vil
characteristics judged as most important also supported these 
findings. Male and female raters shared the biases identified. There 
was little evidence that raters made use of job information or that 
the personality characteristics identified affected the rating 
process. Practical implications of this study are described and 
suggestions for future research are made.
CHAPTER 1
INTRDDUCTICN
An important problem facing any organization is the identification 
of managerial talent. Regardless of whether the organization elects 
to promote from within or to bring in managers from outside, the 
problem of determining which individuals are likely to succeed in 
managerial jobs remains central. In recent years, the passage of 
civil rights legislation and pressure to assure fair treatment of 
minority groups have compounded problems of managerial selection and 
led organizations to search for methods of identifying managerial 
talent which are relatively free from bias. Older such circumstances, 
the use of managerial assessment centers in the selection process has 
been an appealing alternative.
As Stein (1978) points out, the relatively standardized design of 
assessment centers is assumed to be an important factor in assuring 
that ratees receive relatively unbiased ratings. In the assessment 
center, ratees are candidates for promotion. Judgments about their 
suitability for promotion are based on their performance in a series 
of exercises designed to simulate the demands of the actual managerial 
job. Typically, these exercises include speaking before a group, 
handling simulated in-baskets or working in a problem-solving group.
During the exercises, a group of trained raters observes ratee 
performance. The raters next "translate" ratee performance into 
ratings on a series of "dimensions" of managerial performance. The 
dimensions consist of skills and abilities considered critical for 
success in the managerial job. Typical of such dimensions are leader­
1
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ship ability and oral comrnunications skills. Thus, a ratee who suc­
cessfully influences the group to make a particular product during a 
problem-solving group exercise may be rated as high in the leadership 
dimension.
However, there is no one-to-one correspondence between exercises 
and dimensions. While there are typically no more than eight exer­
cises, there may be as many as twenty dimensions considered. There­
fore, the performance that is observed in any one exercise - the in 
basket, for example - nay be used as evidence for a final rating in a 
number of dimensions such as written cammunications skill, decision­
making ability, and leadership.
After all exercises are complete, raters independently make final 
judgments of level of assessee performance on each dimension and use 
these judgments as the basis for a final decision of ratee acceptabi­
lity for promotion. The assessors then meet as a group to resolve 
differences and cane to a final judgment on ratee acceptability for 
promotion. Finally, feedback is provided, typically to both the ratee 
and the organization.
In recent years, assessment centers have cone to be a frequently 
used and important tool used in making the pranotion decision, es­
pecially in large organizations. They have been subjected to exten­
sive study. Even so, as Sackett (1981, 1982) points out, what
actually occurs in the assessment center, including the rating process 
itself, validity of ratings, and potential for discrimination are not 
as well understood as is carmonly supposed. This study is intended to 
extend existing research to investigate several potential areas for 
bias in the assessment center setting.
CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
BIAS IN RATINGS 
Potential for Bias
Since the assessment center is designed as a device to increase 
objectivity and, therefore, to reduce bias in ratings, it is important 
to recognize the points at which bias could appear. One point may be 
in the observation process itself. Bias could occur in the way raters 
observe performance and "translate" their observations into ratings of 
the 15-20 dimensions. A second potential point may be in the manner 
raters carbine and use ratings on the dimensions to form an overall 
judgment about ratee acceptability for promotion.
To seme extent, the use of exercises closely simulating the de­
mands of the actual managerial job is intended to reduce potential for 
bias in the observation process (O'Leary, 1973). There is some evi­
dence that closely replicating the job is an effective way to reduce 
bias. Brugnoli, Caupion and Basen (1979) found that bias is reduced 
when raters observe relevant rather than irrelevant tasks. They 
concluded that, to prevent bias, it is necessary to develop work 
samples closely matching the tasks to be performed. These samples 
should then be used as the basis for judgment. Evidence such as that 
provided by Brugnoli, Caupion and Basen therefore indicates that 
assessment center exercises which reflect the actual demands of the 
job should be effective in reducing bias.
Assessment Center Validity
In general assessment center research has dealt with questions of 
bias by examining predictive validity. This emphasis on predictive
3
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validation has its origin at least as early as the historic AT&T 
"management progress study" (Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974). In that 
study, a group of male candidates was assessed and placed in mana­
gerial jobs regardless of center findings. Findings were not dis­
closed to management. Eight years later, assessee progress was com­
pared to predictions made at the center. Findings generally supported 
the usefulness of the center as a predictive device. For example, 64 
percent of the candidates identified in the center as prcmotable to 
middle management had, by the eighth year, reached this level. In 
contrast, only 32 percent of those considered not prcmotable in the 
center had advanced to middle management ranks.
While the predictive validation design carried out in the his­
toric A.T.&T. study was important in establishing the value of the 
assessment center as a method of identifying managerial talent, it is 
important to note that that study is virtually the only one of its 
kind. As Sackett (1981, 1982) points out, there have been only two
recorded studies where assessments were made and the results kept 
secret frcm management (the other study was a sales force study which 
was also conducted by A.T.&T.). In all other instances, results have 
been known to management and, as Sackett shows, this knowledge has 
undoubtedly served to contaminate results to sane degree. Contamina­
tion could occur either because candidates known to have done well at 
the center are more likely to be promoted through a self-fulfilling 
prophecy or, in a more subtle form of contamination, because those 
doing well are given preference in assignments and opportunities for 
development. Certainly, the possibility of contamination in later 
studies does not invalidate the work by A.T.&T. and it does not serve
5
to show that assessment centers are invalid. As Sackett points out, 
the possibility of contamination should be seen as an indicator that 
the validity of assessment centers is less well "proven" than has been 
popularly assumed.
Differential Validity Issues
As the use of the assessment center has been extended to groups 
other than white males, especially females and blacks, issues of 
differential and single group validity have been raised (Schmitt, 
Coyle & Mellon, 1978). A number of studies have dealt with the possi­
bility that the center could be a valid predictor for white males only 
(single group validity) or that there may be significant differences 
in the validity coefficients obtained for different groups (differ­
ential validity). In one investigation of this possibility, Moses and 
Boehm (1975) expanded the original Bell System studies to include a 
female population and found that the assessment center process could 
be used to predict women’s performance as accurately as men's perfor­
mance. Furthermore, the dimensions or variables correlating most 
highly with management level attained were the same for men and for 
women. Most recently, Ritchie and Moses (1983) compared the predic­
tions of 1097 female Bell System managers to their actual career 
progress and found that the predictions were significantly related to 
the assessees1 progress seven years later. In addition there was an 
attempt to compare results for the female ratees to those obtained 
earlier for men in the management progress study. Based on compari­
sons of correlations between ratings on fourteen dimensions common to 
both studies with level attained, Ritchie and Moses concluded that the 
center functions equally well as a predictor for women as for men.
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In related research, Huck and Bray (1976), examining black and 
white ratees, report that the center is an equally valid predictor for 
blacks as for whites. However, they carried their research somewhat 
further and conducted a factor analysis of the eighteen variables 
rated in the assessment process. They found that the variables loaded 
on a set of four factors which they called interpersonal effective­
ness, administrative skills, sensitivity, and effective intelligence. 
Loadings were similar in most respects for the black and the white 
samples. However, whites received significantly higher ratings on 
three of the four factors, with only ratings on the interpersonal 
effectiveness factor equal for the two groups.
Since whites tended to receive higher overall ratings than blacks, 
a selection ratio which favored whites was observed. However, as was 
noted, the center was shown to be an equally good predictor for both 
whites and blacks who were judged prcmotable. Regardless of race, 
ratees who were rated high were four times as likely to be promoted as 
those rated lew. Huck and Bray concluded that while more white than 
black candidates are selected at the center, the strong predictive 
validity will be an aid in meeting EEO obligations in that black 
candidates who are selected are likely to do well in subsequent jobs. 
Thus, for Huck and Bray, the strong predictive ability of assessment 
centers offsets the potential for selecting fewer black candidates. 
To obtain a higher absolute number of successful black candidates, 
relatively more blacks than whites should be sent to the center. It 
is inportant to note that the Huck and Bray study did not attenpt to 
explain why the selection ratio appears to favor white candidates.
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Schmitt and Hill (1977) examined racially and sexually mixed 
groups of ratees and found differences in ratings of various group 
members. This phenomenon appeared to be related to the sex-race com­
position of the group as a whole. For example, ratings of black 
females appear to be somewhat adversely affected by the race and sex 
of other group members, and the written ccsranunications skills of black 
vcmen were judged increasingly lower as increasing numbers of white 
women were included in the groups. Again, Schmitt and Hill offer 
little explanation of why the phenomenon they observed was taking 
place.
An overall issue raised in these studies is that of differential 
validity, the idea that assessment centers may predict effectively for 
seme groups but not for others. Possibly the most comprehensive 
consideration of the differential validity problem was that of Boehm 
(1977). Boehm reviewed a number of studies which examined differences 
between men's and wonen's or blacks' and whites' performance at 
assessment centers and found a number of reports of differential 
validity. However, when she devised a "methodological practices 
score" which estimated how closely the study conformed to accepted 
experimental practices, she found that the reported validity outcome 
was closely correlated with the "good practices" score. This finding 
led Boehm to conclude that reports of sex/race interactions were 
probably "methodological artifacts".
Overall, assessment center results have been described as "impres­
sive, positive, and consistent" (Klimoski & Strickland, 1977) in 
demonstrating that the assessment center is a valid predictor of 
candidate success in achieving such criteria as promotions, raises,
8
and supervisory ratings. Certainly, cautions are in order. As 
Sackett (1981, 1982) and Ritchie and Moses (1983) have pointed out,
the possibility of contamination is a key problem since center results 
have virtually always been known by management and, in fact, have been 
used as part of the decision making process in judging candidate 
prcmotability. Furthermore, the criterion problem plaguing much ap­
plied research is a factor in these studies. The criteria typically 
used - ratings, promotions and raises - may not be accurate reflec­
tions of managerial effectiveness (Klimoski & Strickland, 1977, 
Turnage & Muchinsky, 1984). Even granting these cautions the evidence 
from validation studies shows a consistent pattern: ratees (regardless 
of sex or race) who do well at the center are likely to be perceived 
as doing well in subsequent managerial jobs.
Potential for Bias
The evidence from validation studies is not all that is needed to 
deal with questions of bias. The validation studies have avoided 
questions of rater cognitions - how raters use and process information 
about ratee performance - by attempting to go directly to linkages 
between ratings and criteria. It is possible that high validities are 
obtained because raters have seme sort of "mental image" of what the 
organization and its decision makers are looking for when pronotion 
decisions are made (Klimoski & Strickland, 1977). This "mental image" 
may or may not, of course, correspond to an ultimate criterion of 
effective performance. Thus, it is possible that the assessment 
center appears valid because it successfully perpetuates management's 
stereotypes and biases about what good managers should be like.
9
Several assessment center studies provide evidence to support this 
contention. Sackett and Wilson (1982) found that in 77.6 percent of
the cases, assessors ware in agreement on overall ratings. In 93.5 
percent of those cases where disagreement occurred, the final pronota- 
bility decision achieved after consensus discussion among raters could 
have been predicted frcm the mean of assessor ratings before the
discussion. It is important to note, however, that the Sackett and
Wilson study does not attempt to identify how much of the disagreement 
may be produced by black and/or female raters, or whether those 
raters, if present, shared the broad consensus indicated.
A study by Hinricks (1978) lends further support to the argument 
for caimon stereotypes. Hinricks conducted a longitudinal study of 
the performance of 47 assessment center candidates. At the time of 
the candidates' assessment, two management representatives who were 
unacquainted with the assessment center results reviewed the asses-
sees' personnel files and, based on information in the files, made an 
overall evaluation of potential for each candidate. Eight years 
later, the predictive ability of the assessment center and the 
ratings made by the two managers were compared. Hinricks found that 
while the assessment center was an effective predictor, the natural­
istic ratings were equally good. Hinricks concluded, "One of the more 
provocative findings of this analysis is the fact that the relatively 
simple and inexpensive naturalistic prediction method, based on ma­
nagement review of files, did as well as the assessment center after 
eight years. This raises the intriguing possibility that both methods 
are essentially policy capturing devices or proxy measures of what 
happens under natural conditions in the organization."
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While common stereotypes may be operating among all raters there 
is same evidence that males and females may differ in terms of len­
iency. While there is little direct evidence from assessment center 
studies, research in related areas is suggestive. Oliphant and 
Alexander (1982) had experienced interviewers rate a series of resumes 
in which age, sex, marital status and academic achievement were 
systematically varied. The results indicated that there was different 
weighting of variables by all raters depending on sex of the appli­
cant. Furthermore, there were some sex-related differences among 
raters. Females, for example, tended to be more stringent in their 
ratings than males. Other research, in contrast, suggests a "leniency 
effect", with women giving higher ratings (Lord, Phillips & Rush, 
1980; Rose & Andiappan, 1978). Thus, this line of research indicates 
that males and females rate in the same way in terms of using cannon 
stereotypes, but that male and female raters may differ in terms of 
leniency. Rose and Andiappan (1978) point out that little is known 
about why the leniency problem arises or how important it may be. It 
does not appear to be related to organizational level, basis of eval­
uation, or incumbency status of the applicant. Kahn, O'Leary, 
Krulewitz and Lamm (1980) have speculated that differences in leniency 
may arise out of the socialization process. Males, they feel, are 
socialized toward a norm of equity, where rewards are distributed on 
the basis of success in competitive activities. For women, socializa­
tion is toward a norm of equality, where success is found in communal 
activities. Because they are oriented toward rewarding success for a 
group as a whole, these authors suggest that women will be unwilling 
to make distinctions and to reward performance differentially. In­
11
stead, they will tend to reward all group members equally and there­
fore will give some group members higher rewards than they deserve 
under a norm of equity. In contrast, men are socialized to identify 
differences in performance and to reward only good performers.
Rating of Women and Minorities; Contrast Effect vs. Sex-Role 
Congruence
To the extent that the center serves as a vehicle for enhancing 
and streamlining the promotion practices currently used in organiza­
tions, the idea of common stereotypes could be reinterpreted to sug­
gest that women and minorities exhibiting behavior which conforms to 
the "white male manager" stereotype of effectiveness are more likely 
to be rated as acceptable for promotion those who deviate from it. 
Powell and Butterfield (1979) and Riger and Galligan (1980) point to 
this possibility. In turn, this phenomenon could account for the 
lower selection ratio for blacks reported by Huck and Bray (1976). It 
is reasonable to expect that black and female populations have a rela­
tively larger percentage of members who do not conform closely to the 
accepted stereotype of a "white male manager" than would a white male 
population. Since candidates not conforming closely to this image 
would be expected to receive lower ratings at the assessment center, 
the lower selection ratio observed by Huck and Bray would result.
White, Crino, and DeSanctis (1981) state this possibility rather 
directly as a proposition: "Acceptable job performance ratings of
female managers is contingent upon the woman's exhibition of stereo­
typic masculine characteristics." Research by Schein (1973, 1975)
offers support for this idea. Schein asked male and female managerial 
saitples to select from a series of characteristics those characteris­
12
tic of men in general, women in general, and of successful middle 
managers. Schein found that both male and female managers selected 
similar characteristics for the three groups. For both males and 
females, successful middle managers were described with characteris­
tics which were more similar to the men's than to the women's pro­
files. In the female sample (1975) there appeared to be somewhat less 
use of stereotyping, but the women with less managerial experience 
gave relatively more stereotyped responses than did the more exper­
ienced women. While Schein did not test the possibility directly, her 
work suggests that women with characteristics similar to those on the 
men's profile would be more likely to be judged successful and pro­
moted than women with typically female profiles.
Nieva and Gutek (1980) suggest that, taken to an extreme, this 
kind of bias could lead to a contrast effect. If a contrast effect is 
operating, a female with masculine characteristics will be strongly 
preferred (or rated more highly) for a managerial job, when compared 
to a male with the same characteristics. Similarly, a woman with 
feminine characteristics would be more solidly rejected, when compared 
to a man with similar characteristics. If the contrast effect is 
operating, it is possible that equal numbers of men and women will be 
promoted. However, the males who are promoted may include individuals
with both masculine and feminine characteristics, while the women who
are promoted will be only individuals with masculine characteristics.
While none of the assessment center studies has dealt specific­
ally with whether the contrast effect operates in the assessment
center setting, several studies in related areas suggest that it is a 
possibility. A study by Lee and Alvarez (1977) shows how the contrast
13
effect may opperate. They used examples in which male and female 
supervisors exhibited high and low levels of consideration and initia­
ting structure. Only one significant difference was found. In the 
high consideration and high initiating structure style, female super­
visors were rated as lower on consideration and males were rated lower 
on initiating structure than their opposite sex counterparts. The 
supervisor who was high on both dimensions was seen by the rater - 
again, regardless of sex - as relatively higher in the dimension which 
was at variance with the assessor's expectation of behavior. 
Abramson, Goldberg, Greenberg and Abramson (1978) report similar 
findings. Thus, these studies provide some evidence for the operation 
of the contrast effect.
An alternative possibility is the idea of sex-role congruence, as 
has been suggested by Rice, Instone and Adams (1984) and Riger and 
Galligan (1980). If sex-role congruence is found to operate, the 
opposite effect from the contrast effect will occur, and women with 
feminine characteristics will be "overselected", while those with 
masculine characteristics will be "overrejected". There is seme 
evidence that this effect may be occuring. Bartol and Butterfield
(1976) used a questionnaire approach with a student sample. The ques­
tionnaire contained a series of written examples of leadership be­
havior and were identical except that the leader was identified as a 
male or as a female. Overall results indicated that female managers 
exhibiting a consideration style were rated more highly than males 
using this style. For initiating structure, results were reversed and 
males high on this dimension were rated more favorably than the corre­
sponding females. In this study, differing expectations of leader
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behavior appeared to be shared among all raters, regardless of sex. 
Izraeli and Izraeli ‘(1985) failed to replicate the Bartol and Butter­
field study but point out that cultural differences in their sample, 
Israeli managers, may have been responsible.
Humphers (1978) used regression analysis to capture the stra­
tegies of male and female raters judging male and female ratees at an 
assessment center. She found that all raters made consistent use of 
patterns of high or low scores on variables in judging candidate 
promotability. However, all raters weighted variables differently, 
depending on whether the ratee was a male or a female. Regardless of 
sex, raters appeared to judge variables such as scholastic aptitude, 
writing skills, and decision making skills as most important in deter­
mining the suitability of female candidates for promotion. Such 
variables as oral communication skills, leadership, and adaptability 
were weighted more heavily for male ratees. It appears that raters, 
regardless of sex, expected women managers to function in a "low-key", 
administrative role and expected male managers to conform to an ag­
gressive, active managerial role more closely associated with a "white 
male effective manager" stereotype. In a field study of reactions to 
industrial saleswomen, Swan, Rink, Kiser and Martin (1984), found 
that, when buyers were asked to identify the characteristics of male 
and female industrial sales personnel, there were a number of differ­
ences between the male and female patterns. In a number of areas, 
women received higher ratings. These areas included following up, 
understanding of others and friendliness. For men, strengths included 
technical assistance and knowledge of the product. Swan et al. con­
cluded that the differences observed did not indicate that there was
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discrimination, since women were rated higher than men in a number of 
areas. In contrast to the White, Crino and DeSanctis (1981) propo­
sition, the Swan et al. (1984) and Humphers (1978) studies suggest 
that raters could regard a female ratee with a typically "male" pat­
tern as not conforming closely enough to their expectations to be 
prcmo table.
It is interesting to note that when the pattern of correlations 
between ratings on 14 assessment center variables and management level 
attained for male and female ratees in the Ritchie and Moses (1983) 
study are examined, there appears to be sane support for the Humphers 
findings. While Ritchie and Moses did not test for the differences in 
correlations and, in fact, concluded that the patterns are similar, an 
examination of coefficients indicates that for males, oral ccsmtunica- 
tion, need for advancement, and range of interests were most highly 
correlated with success. For women, energy, self-objectivity, aware­
ness of the social environment, behavior flexibility, and decision 
making were the important factors.
JOB TYPE DIFFERENCES AND RATINGS
While study results suggest that raters may have differing 
stereotypes for different groups of ratees, they do not give indica­
tion of how these differences arise. A study by Jackson, Peacock, and 
Holden (1982) provides one possibility. This study suggests that 
experienced raters have differing "trait inferential structures," or 
patterns of suitable personality characteristics for differing occupa­
tions. Jackson et al. found that raters shared substantial agreement 
on the characteristics required for success in job types such as 
carpenter or librarian. There were substantial differences among
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jobs, however, with raters believing that different traits were neces­
sary for success as a carpenter, for example, from those required for 
success as a librarian. Hakel, Hollmann and Dunnette (1970) report 
similar evidence for shared stereotypes for the CPA job. Furthermore, 
this stud/ indicates that students and professional interviewers 
shared the canmon stereotypes. Regardless of whether these trait 
inferential structures are grounded in fact, Jackson et al. found them 
to be relatively stable and replicable.
If this idea is extended to traditionally male and female jobs, 
this research suggests that raters may have a "mental image" of the 
kinds of jobs a female assessee is likely to attain and to look for 
individuals with a pattern of personality characteristics matching 
perceived job requirements. Research by Nieva and Gutek (1980) and 
Rose and Andiappan (1978) suggests that female candidates will be more 
favorably evaluated when the managerial job for which they are being 
considered involves supervising women. It is important to note, 
however, that this research did not vary job type directly. The job 
description was the same and the only difference was whether subordi­
nates were men or women.
Another way in which information about the job may enter into the 
rating process is through reduction of ambiguity. Several studies 
have shown that knowledge about the job and its requirements, presum­
ably through job descriptions and similar job information, serves to 
reduce anfoiguity (Riger & Galligan, 1980; Rose & Andiappan, 1978). 
Reduced anfoiguity in turn appears to reduce the role of stereotyping 
(Nieva & Gutek, 1980; Rose & Andiappan, 1978). Thus, providing infor-
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nation about job requirements should serve to reduce stereotyping in 
the rating process.
Shared Stereotypes
Overall, the Humphers, Moses and Ritchie, and Jackson et al. 
research suggests that all raters share common stereotypes of accept­
able male performance and acceptable female performance, but that the 
stereotypes are different for men and wanen, possibly because raters 
have different expectations of the jobs males and females are likely 
to fill. In view of the Schein (1973, 1975) and Sackett and Wilson
(1982) research indicating that camion stereotypes are operating, 
these findings suggest that including females as raters in the assess­
ment center process will not affect the level of rater agreement, 
since females will share conmon stereotypes with all other raters. 
Therefore, females can be expected to rate females, for example, using 
similar stereotypes as males, and including females as raters will not 
serve to balance stereotypes of male raters.
OTHER FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTING RATINGS 
The Role of Variability and Confidence
There is also seme indication that confidence in the "correct­
ness” of the rating may have an effect on the variability of ratings 
and that variability may in turn affect the level of the rating. 
While little work has been done in the assessment center setting, a 
study by Hamner, Kim, Baird & Bigoness (1974) in a related area sug­
gests that this effect may be occuring. In this study, 36 under­
graduate raters were assigned to rate videotaped examples of the 
sixteen possible race/sex combinations of males, females, blacks and 
whites performing a task. A tendency for all raters to inflate
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ratings of wcmen performing a low-level, traditionally "male" task v b s  
observed. This finding appears to support the canmon stereotype- 
oontrast effect results indicated previously (Lee & Alvarez, 1977). 
Several additional findings were also important. Higher ratings were 
given to ratees of the sane sex as the rater. For sane groups, 
however, there was little variability in ratings. Black males re­
ceived similar ratings regardless of whether they performed a task 
well or poorly. This research suggests that differences in ratings of 
male and female or black and white ratees may arise in part from 
differences in the variability of ratings given differing groups. In 
this case, low variability appeared to be related to lower ratings.
Several additional studies in related areas have been important 
in examining this question and in attenpting to explain why differ­
ences occur. In a review of 6219 pairs of male/female validities 
reported in the literature during the period 1955-1978, Schmitt, 
Mellon & Bylenga (1978) found that validities for females were 
slightly but significantly higher than for males. They concluded that 
"... the magnitude of differences between male and female validities 
is very small and may make only trivial differences in most practical 
situations." Schmitt, Coyle and Mellon (1978) found the same effect 
and found it to be somewhat more pronounced after correction for 
restriction in range. They concluded that the difference in male and 
female validities may actually be greater than that reported in the 
literature.
Schmitt and Lappin (1980) examined how sex/race of raters and 
ratees influenced both variability of ratings and rater confidence in 
those ratings. They found that raters were more confident when rating
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same race ratees and that both sexes were more confident when rating 
males. They speculate that the increased confidence in rating males 
which was observed may have resulted from raters' feelings that it was 
natural to see men in certain job types.
Variability in ratings tended to increase with confidence. Ac­
curacy, definal as the correlation of the rating with actual per­
formance, generally increased when the rating was of a same race/same 
sex ratee. Schmitt and Lappin conclude that lack of confidence in 
assessing performance in the dissimilar group may lead to restriction 
of variance in rating and, in turn, to lower accuracy. Possibly, 
then, confidence as a moderator variable can be used in interpreting 
results such as those attained by Hamner, . Kim, Baird and Bigoness 
(1974). However, if confidence operates to increase variability and, 
through increased variability, accuracy, it is difficult to see why 
validities are higher for females, as reported by Schmitt, Mellon, and 
Bylenga (1978). Overall, if, as these studies indicate, lack of 
confidence acts to restrict variability, it is possible that ratees, 
regardless of sex, are not as confident in rating women's ability to 
succeed in stereo typically male job types and that the resulting 
restriction contributes to the differences observed.
Attitudes toward Women as a Moderator Variable
In addition to confidence, several studies have shown evidence 
that other moderator variables may be operating to affect the rating 
process. Rice, Bender and Vitters (1980) showed the importance of 
attitudes toward women. They studied performance and morale of cadet 
groups with male and female leaders. Groups with a female leader were 
found to perform somewhat less effectively than groups having a male
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leader. In this study, leader sex accounted for 3 percent of the var­
iance in performance. When attitudes were studied, men who held 
"traditional" expectations of female behavior were found to have 
significantly poorer morale when in a group led by a woman.
There is some additional evidence that attitudes toward women as a 
moderator variable may affect the rating process. Terborg, Peters, 
Ilgen and Smith (1977) found that women with formal education, males 
whose mothers had worked, and males and females with favorable atti­
tudes toward the women's rights movement had higher scores on the 
Women as Managers Scale than other male and female employees. Paters 
with more liberal attitudes towards women's issues were more likely to 
be willing to accept a woman in a managerial role (as indicated by the 
higher score on the Women as Managers Scale) than those with less 
liberal attitudes. Taken together, these studies suggest that holding 
"traditional" stereotypes may have an impact on the rating process. 
Cognitive Complexity as a Moderator Variable
In addition, seme of the cognitive complexity/selective attention 
research suggests that individuals who are more "field independent" or 
cognitively complex may approach the rating process differently from 
those who are field dependent or less cognitively complex. Cognitive 
complexity or field independence refers to a construct representing 
individual differences in ability to perceive and process information. 
Those who are cognitively complex process information in a more an­
alytic manner, while those who are less cognitively complex rely to a 
greater extent on global judgments (Cardy & Kehoe, 1984). Cognitively 
complex individuals are apparently better able to attend to a focal 
stimulus when faced with compelling but otherwise irrelevant stimuli
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while less cognitively complex individuals will be distracted 
(Gruenfeld and Arbuthnot, 1968). Witkin and Goodenough (1981) point 
out that neither field dependence nor field independence is inherently 
"good" or "bad" and that different styles may be needed in different 
contexts.
Gruenfeld and Arbuthnot (1968) found that when the Least Pre­
ferred Covrorker Scale was factored into competence and socioemotional 
subscales, field independent subjects evaluated their least preferred 
coworker unfavorably on the competence subscale, but not on the so­
cioemotional subscale. Other results have been mixed. Mil line t and 
Brien (1980) found that highly differentiated (and presumably more 
field independent) subjects use less discounting in the judgment 
process. Bruch, Heisler, and Conroy (1981) found that individuals 
high in cognitive complexity were more flexible in sex-role orienta­
tion. However, Weiss and Adler (1981) found that differences in 
cognitive complexity were not related to implicit leadership theories. 
Finally, summing up results from a series of experiments, Bemardin, 
Cardy and Carlyle (1982) found that rater cognitive complexity is not 
related to rating accuracy, halo, acceptability of rating format, or 
confidence in ratings. In contrast, Cardy and Kehoe (1984) found that 
subjects high in cognitive complexity produced more accurate ratings. 
Lord, Phillips, and Rush (1980) found that rater locus of control and 
Least Preferred Coworker measures accounted for a significant propor­
tion of variance and concluded that evaluator characteristics and 




The results discussed indicate that there is need for further 
study of the assessment center rating process. Research is needed to 
determine whether rater stereotypes influence the rating process. The 
studies discussed previously suggest that this influence could operate 
in several ways. It appears likely that: (1) All raters share cannon 
stereotypes of appropriate characteristics for males and females. 
These stereotypies could arise from broadly shared attitudes present in 
the culture about male/female differences (i.e., that women are more 
emotional, men more aggressive, etc.). (2) There may also be stereo­
typing which involves the job. Thus stereotypies could have their 
origin in differing expectations about the kinds of supervisory jobs 
which would be held by male and female candidates if promoted. Know­
ledge about the job may also act to reduce stereotyping. (3) Where 
the job is known, raters may have differing stereotypes of the quali­
ties required for success in that job by male and female ratees, 
perhaps resulting frcm different experiences or differences in confi­
dence in rating assessees of the same and different sex.
This study will specifically examine how and whether stereotypes 
affect the rating of women. It will also examine the role of job 
knowledge and personality characteristics - attitudes toward women and 
cognitive complexity - in the rating process. It is important to 
note, however, that this research will consider rating only in the 
context of the relatively structured assessment center setting. It 
will not deal with otter types of ratings made in organizations (for 
example in the hiring or performance appraisal process). It also will 
deal only with bias as it affects women. While many of the same
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issues may affect other groups such as blacks or Hispanics, the pre­
sent study will not consider bias other than that affecting women. 
Finally, while the methodology used in assessment centers will be 
studied, the research itself was conducted in a laboratory rather than 
in a field setting.
Previous assessment center research has been conducted almost 
entirely in the field setting. Therefore there has been relatively 
little control over the multiple sources of variance in what is ob­
viously a complex rating process. It has been difficult to isolate 
where bias could be entering into the rating process, whether at the 
observation and recording stage or at the stage where recorded scores 
on dimensions are combined to form a final judgment or at both stages. 
Therefore the decision was made to conduct this research in the more 
controlled laboratory setting. In this setting, variables could be 
more effectively isolated to permit examination of the possibility of 
bias at the cue ccmbination stage, where ratings on the various dimen­




The following hypotheses were tested:
1. Stereotypes will be present but will be shared by all raters.
There will be no evidence that male raters have stereotypes of
male and female performance which are different from the stereo­
types of female raters. Therefore:
a. All raters will have different expectations of the performance 
of male and female ratees. The variables seen by raters as 
most important to success as managers will be different for 
male and female ratees.
b. There will be no difference in expectations of performance of 
male and female ratees associated with sex of the rater.
c. Raters have less confidence and therefore will show less 
variability in their ratings of ratees of the opposite sex 
than of same sex ratees.
2. Moderator variables will affect the rating process as follows:
a. Raters with higher scores on the Women as Managers Scale 
(Peters, Terborg & Taylor, 1974) will show less evidence of 
different stereotypes for men and women.
b. Raters with higher scores on selective attention, as measured 
by the Hidden Figures Test (Jackson, Messick & Myers, 1964) 
will be better able to screen out sex as an irrelevant 
stimuli. These raters will therefore show less evidence of 
different stereotypes for men and women and will make more use 
of job type rather than sex in the rating process.
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3. Raters will use job type in the decision making process.
a. Where the job to be supervised is a "female job", raters will 
judge ratees who are identified as females with a "female 
profile" as best suited. Males with a "male" profile will be 
selected for "male jobs".
b. "Wrong sex" candidates with the "right" profile will be se­
lected by raters high in selective attention while candidates 
with the "right" sex but "wrong" profile will be selected by 
those low in selective attention.
PRETESTING
This study is based on the notion that raters have a "mental 
image" of characteristics and of jobs as masculine and feminine. This 
idea required testing. Therefore, before beginning the experiment, 
pretesting was conducted to determine whether certain patterns of 
variables are perceived as "male" or "female" and that the jobs for 
which ratees are being considered are perceived as ones into which a 
male or a female would be typically promoted.
Initial Pretest
A group of 33 pretest subjects (who did not take part in the 
remainder of the experiment) participated. They received the fol­
lowing:
1. A set of four rating sheets with hypothesized male and female 
profiles which were prepared based on the Schein (1973, 1975),
Humphers (1978) and Ritchie and Moses (1983) research discussed 
previously. Appendix I contains the pretest packet. As can be 
seen in the packet, the profiles did not contain names or other 
indicators of the sex of the ratee.
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2. The pretest subjects were given the following instructions, as
indicated in the packet at Appendix I:
a. They were aslced to imagine that they were middle management
supervisors in an organization with openings for first level 
supervisors in several areas. They were given the job de­
scriptions and copies of the Bern Sex-Role Inventory (Bern, 
1974) shown in Appendix I. The Bern Inventory includes a 
series of characteristics which have masculine and feminine 
connotations. Subjects were told that the inventory contains 
a list of possible characteristics and that for each job, 
they should rate each characteristic to show its importance 
for that job. Jobs with relatively feminine profiles were 
used as the "female" jobs, and those with male profiles as 
"male jobs.
b. Subjects were also given the candidate profiles shown at 
Appendix I. They were told that regardless of the "ideal" 
characteristics for the jobs, as they considered them pre­
viously, they as managers next would need to consider actual 
candidates for the jobs. The candidate profile sheets con­
tained characteristics of the candidates for the jobs. The 
variable sheets selected for the "female" jobs were used as 
the female profiles, and those for the male jobs as the male 
profiles.
c. As a final check, after the "candidate selection" process, 
raters were asked to estimate whether each of the candidates 
evaluated was a man or a woman and how confident they were of 
their prediction.
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Results of the Initial Pretest
A total of 33 students participated in the initial pretest, al­
though missing values reduced the number to 31 for several of the 
statistics below. Their average age was 22.7 years. There were 17 
males and 14 females. In all, 23 were working and 8 were not working; 
of those working, 6 held management jobs and 17 were in non-management 
jobs.
As was indicated previously, several types of analysis were 
performed to determine whether the subjects were able to distinguish 
between male and female jobs and male and female profiles. Profiles 1 
and 3 were the hypothesized "male" profiles. Subjects were asked 
whether they thought each profile was that of a man or a woman and to 
state how confident they were of their prediction. Table 1 provides 
results and indicates that subjects correctly identified all of the 
four profiles. Since results were most significant for profiles 2 
(female, p = .001) and 3 (male, p = .001), they were selected as the 
profiles to be used in the study.
TABLE 1
CHI SQUARE ANALYSIS OF POUR PROFILES: INITIAL PRETEST
PROFILE NO. SEEING AS NO. SEEING AS CHI SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE 
MASCULINE FEMININE
1 29 2 23.516 .001
2 5 26 14.226 .001
3 30 1 27.129 .001
4 9 22 5.452 .020
n=31
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Confidence in the assessments was also measured. Subjects were 
asked to use a 4-point scale (1 = 0-25 percent certain; 2 = 26-50 
percent certain; 3 = 51-75 percent certain; 4 = 76-100 percent cer­
tain) to indicate their level of confidence in their assessments. 
Table 2 provides the results.
TABLE 2
CONFIDENCE RATINGS ON A POUR POINT SCALE
PROFILE NO. SEEING AS NO. SEEING AS CONFIDENCE CONFIDENCE
MASCULINE FEMININE MASCULINE FEMININE
1 29 2 3.1 2.0
2 5 26 2.6 2.9
3 30 1 3.0 2.0
4 9 22 2.6 3.3
n=31
Results in this table suggest that raters were generally fairly 
confident, especially when their estimates were in fact correct. 
Thus, when estimating a profile masculine when it was in fact mas­
culine or feminine when it was in fact feminine, raters averaged 3.0, 
a score corresponding to the 51-75 percent confidence level. When 
estimating incorrectly (i.e., that a profile was masculine when in 
fact it was feminine), they were less confident, ranging from 2.0 to 
2.6, scores corresponding to the 26-50 percent confidence level.
The "masculinity" and "femininity" of jobs was assessed in two 
ways. The most direct method was by examining for each of the four 
jobs how many of the masculine and how many of the feminine profiles
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were assigned to it. The jobs to which subjects assigned primarily 
male profiles were treated as "male" jobs. Female jobs were handled 
similarly. Table 3 provides the results of the assignments.
TABLE 3
NUMBER OF ASSIGNMENTS OF PROFILES TO JOBS WITH CHI SQUARE TESTS
QF SIGNIFICANCE
JOB NO. SEEING AS NO. SEEING AS CHI SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE 
MASCULINE FEMININE
1 15 17 .125 .80
2 18 14 .500 .50
3 23 8 6.125 .02
4
n=32
7 24 8.000 .01
Results in Table 3 indicate that jobs 1 and 2 were not seen as 
clearly masculine or feminine. Jobs 3 and 4 were seen as masculine 
and feminine, at the .02 and .01 confidence levels, respectively. 
This finding is particularly interesting in that, in contrast to Rose 
and Andiappan (1978), the job descriptions contained no reference to 
the sex composition of the employees supervised (as is indicated by 
reviewing the job descriptions in Appendices I and II). It seems 
likely that, had sex compositions been given, even more significant 
results could have been attained.
A less direct method of estimating the "masculinity" and "fem­
ininity" of jobs was through use of the Bern Inventory. Subjects used 
the categories on the Bern Inventory to rate characteristics they
30
judged were most necessary for success in each of the four jobs. 
Total ratings for masculine and feminine items were then prepared for 
each job. These ratings were: Job 1 masculinity score, 98; femininity 
score, 70. Job 2 masculinity score 93; femininity score 82. Job 3 
masculinity score 100; femininity score, 69. Job 4 masculinity score 
89; femininity score 84. Analysis of variance was then used to test 
for differences among scores. Table 4 provides the results.
TABLE 4
ONEWAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: MASCULINITY AND FEMININITY
SCORES FOR POUR JOBS
Source Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio P
Cell 32092.057 7 4584.580 34.763 .000
Error 33761.758 256 131.882
n=33
Contrasts were also computed for masculinity scores between Jobs 
3 and 4, the two jobs perceived as masculine and feminine previously. 
Contrasts for femininity scores for those two jobs were computed 
similarly. For both contrasts, p values were .000, indicating that 
Job 3 is significantly more masculine than Job 4 and that Job 4 is 
significantly more feminine than Job 3. Overall, results can be 
interpreted to mean that there are significant differences in mas­
culinity and femininity scores among the jobs. However, it is inter­
esting to note that no job was seen as "feminine" in an absolute 
sense. Even Job 4, the most feminine of the jobs, would have been 
classified as androgynous in Bern's (1974) terms, due to the closeness
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of the masculinity and femininity scores.
Based on the significance of the differences in Table 4 on the 
significance of the contrasts for Jobs 3 and 4, and on the ability of 
subjects to assign profiles to them with accuracy, as indicated at 
Table 3, the decision was made to use Job 3 as the masculine and Job 
4 as the feminine job in the study.
Second Pretest
A second pretest was conducted using the two profiles and two jobs 
selected as most masculine and feminine in the initial pretest to 
insure stability of results. Appendix II shows the materials used. A 
group of 15 students participated in this pretest, with missing values 
reducing the number to 14 in same analyses. The average age was 23.4 
years. There were 11 females and 4 males. Of the 15 subjects, 7 were 
working, 6 in non-management and one in a management job. Results 
closely paralleled those frcm the initial pretest. For this sample, 
all subjects correctly classified Profile 1 (Profile 3 in the previous 
study) as masculine and Profile 2 (Profile 2 in both studies) as 
feminine. Table 5 provides confidence ratings.
TABLE 5
CONFIDENCE RATINGS CN A FOUR POINT SCALE: SECOND PRETEST 
PROFILE NO. SEEING AS NO. SEEING AS CONFIDENCE CONFIDENCE
MASCULINE FEMININE MASCULINE FEMININE
1 14 0 2.6 0
2 0 14 0 2.6
n=14
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Assignment of profiles to jobs was again consistent with results 
from the first pretest. Table 6 provides the results for Job 1 (Job 3 
in the previous test) and Job 2 (Job 4 in the previous test).
TABLE 6
NUMBER OF ASSIGNMENTS OF PROFILES TO JOBS WITH O H  SQUARE TESTS 
OF SIGNIFICANCE: SECOND PRETEST
JOB NO. SEEING AS NO. SEEING AS CHI SQUARE SIGNIFICANCE 
MASCULINE FEMININE
1 13 2 8.067 .01
2 2 13 5.400 .02
n=15
For this sample, Job 1 had a masculinity score of 107.9 and a 
femininity score of 71.1. For Job 2, the masculinity score was 101.7 
and the femininity score was 77.9. Finally, Table 7 provides 
results of the analysis of variance for the Bern Inventory scores.
TABLE 7
ONEWAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: MASCULINITY AND FEMININITY
SCORES FOR TWO JCBS: SECOND PRETEST
Source Sum of Squares DF Mean Square F Ratio P 
Cell 14369.400 3 4789.800 29.775 .000
Error 9008.533 56 160.867
n=15
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Results of the Second Pretest
Overall/ results of the second pretest were interpreted as being 
consistent with the first pretest. Both the two profiles and the two 
job descriptions selected were judged to be sufficiently identifiable 
by subjects as masculine and feminine to be useable in this study. 
METHODOLOGY IN THIS STUDY 
Subjects
Undergraduate students in business at a large Southern University 
served as raters. A total of 320 subjects, 158 men and 162 women, 
participated. Subjects were divided among the following conditions: 
men rating men with male and female profiles as candidates for "male" 
and "female" jobs, men rating women with male and female profiles for 
male and female jobs, women rating women w/ith male and female profiles 
for male and female jobs, and women rating men with male and female 
profiles for male and female jobs. Subjects were given the Women as 
Managers Scale and the Hidden Figures Test during to the study but 
were assigned to experimental conditions randomly rather than on the 
basis of scores on these inventories.
Stimuli: Ratees
Based on pretesting results, simulated sets of scores on dimen­
sions (profiles) were used to represent ratees. The "ratees" wore 
varied to possess "masculine" or feminine" characteristics. Sex of 
"ratee" was also varied. Although, as Gorman, Clover and Doherty 
(1978) point out, it can be dangerous to assume that results from a 
"paper people" study can be transferred directly to a field setting, 
the additional control afforded in the laboratory was considered 
necessary if relations between the variables discussed were to be
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isolated and understood. Appendix IV shows the profile sheets used in 
this study.
Design of the Study
An effort was made to replicate the conditions under which 
assessment center ratings take place as closely as possible. Subjects 
were furnished with the following: (1) Brief descriptions of two jobs
in the hypothetical organization for which the selections are being 
made. The jobs were the two supervisory jobs identified during pre­
testing as "male" or "female". See Appendix IV for the job descrip­
tions used. (2) A brief description of assessment center operations 
explaining how ratings on dimensions are developed and the meaning of 
each variable (see Appendix III). (3) A set of variable sheets. The
variable sheets represented ratings on 18 variables for a hypothetical 
ratee being considered for either a typically male or typically female 
job. The variables used on the variable sheets were those which pre­
testing demonstrated were identifiable to raters as "male" or "female" 
profiles. See Appendix IV for the profiles.
Thus, each ratee received a variable sheet representing ratings 
of a "stimulus person". The name on the sheet identified the ratee as
either male or female. The profiles were considered either "male" or
"female" based on pretesting results. Any given ratee could be asked
to rate a male ratee with either a male or a female profile or a
female ratee with either a male or a female profile. Intact classes 
of students were used and profiles of ratees were distributed ran­
domly, one ratee per student, within the classroom.
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Conduct of the Study
As indicated above, the study was conducted during class time. 
Approximately one hour was required. The following steps were taken:
1. Subjects were given a brief explanation of assessment center
operations and of the variables used in the rating process. 
Variable definition sheets were available as reference. The 
reference material included an explanation of assessment 
center operation and definitions of each variable. The ma­
terial in Appendix III was used for this process.
2. Each subject was then given a variable sheet for one of the
four possible stimulus people (male with a male or female
profile; female with a male or female profile). At the same 
time, raters were given one of the two jobs (installation 
supervisor, the masculine job or word processing supervisor, 
the feminine job). Raters were then asked to rate the stim­
ulus person on a four point scale: more than acceptable for
promotion, acceptable, questionable, or not acceptable, and 
asked to rate honestly, selecting any one of the four pos­
sible ratings.
3. Subjects were given the Women as Managers Scale (Appendix V) 
and the Hidden Figures Test (Appendix VI).
After rating and taking the tests, subjects were debriefed and 
thanked for their cooperation.
Data Analysis
Data from this study consisted of the "promotion decision" made 
by the 320 subjects, on a four point scale (not acceptable, question­
able, acceptable, more than acceptable) to each of the eight possible 
sex-variable-job oonfoinations (male stimulus person with "male pro-
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file" oar female profile for male or female job, and female stimulus 
person with "male" profile or "female" profile for male or female 
job). Analysis of variance was used to test for differences. A 2 x 2
x 2 x 2 factorial design with two covariates was used. Levels were: 
sex of rater, sex of ratee, profile, and male or female job. Co­
variates were high vs low attitudes toward women, and high vs. low 
selective attention. Regression analysis was used to identify raters' 




This study was conducted during the spring and summer of 1985. 
Subjects were 320 business students at the University of New Orleans, 
a large Southern university. Virtually all were juniors and seniors 
majoring in business. To describe the sample further, there were 158 
men and 162 wonen. A hiĉ h. percentage (89.7 percent) of the partici­
pants were frcm within the state. The remainder were primarily from 
the northeastern (3.1 percent) and southeastern (1.3 percent) United 
States. An additional 3.4 percent were foreign students. The average 
age was 24.0 years, with a range from 17 to 43 years. Most of the 
subjects (71.6 percent) were working while attending school. Of those 
who were working, 182, or 56.9 percent of the total were in nan- 
managerial and 47, or 14.7 percent were in managerial positions. A 
variety of job types were held, with jobs in professional areas (12.2 
percent), sales (13.8 percent) and clerical or office work (19.7 
percent) being the most conmon work fields. Experience for those who 
worked averaged 3.2 years, with a range from one to 20 years.
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS
As was indicated previously, male and female raters rated male and 
female "stimulus person” ratees having either male or female 
"profiles" (patterns of scores or traits) for either male (installa­
tion supervisor) or female (word processing supervisor) jobs. Each 
rater also completed the Hidden Figures Test and the Women as Managers 
(WAMS) Scale. The data was then analyzed as a 2 X 2 X 2 X 2 factorial
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design: male or female raters rating male or female ratees with male 
or female characteristics (profiles) for male or female jobs. The 
design also included scores from the Hidden Figures Test and the Women 
as Managers Scale described previously as covariates. The results 
appear at Table 8.
TABLE 8
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: 2X2X2X2 FACTORIAL DESIGN WITH 2
COVARIATES
SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F SIGN3F
Covariates .905 2 .452 1.099 .335
Hidden Figures Test .893 1 .893 2.170 .142
WAMS Scale .029 1 .029 .000 .792
Main Effects 28.955 7.239 17.589 .000
Sex of Ratee .099 1 .099 .240 .624
Sex of Rater .074 1 .074 .180 .672
Profile 23.527 1 23.527 57.169 .000
Sex of Job 3.680 1 3.680 8.943 .003
2-way Interactions 5.859 .978 2.377 .030
Sexratee Sexrater .144 1 .144 .349 .555
Sexratee Profile 3.183 1 3.183 7.736 .006
Sexratee Jobsex .501 1 .501 1.216 .271
Sexrater Jobsex 1.096 1 1.096 2.664 .104
Profile Jobsex .064 1 .064 .156 .693
3-way Interactions .390 .098 .237 .917
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .158 1 .158 .384 .536
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .011 1 .011 .000 .873
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .167 1 .167 .405 .525
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .048 1 .048 .118 .732
4-way Interactions .374 1 .374 .908 .341
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .374 1 .374 .908 .341
Jobsex
Explained 36.493 17 2.147 5.216 .000
Residual 116.054 282 .412
Total 152.547 299 .510
Note: 20 missing cases reduced sample to 300.
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As is indicated in Table 8, neither covariate was significant. 
Results for the Women as Managers Scale, with p = .792 were highly 
insignificant and the Hidden Figures Test, with p = .142 was only 
marginally significant. The main effects for both profile and sex of 
the job, at p = .000 and p = .003 were highly significant. No other 
main effect approached significance. When the 2-way interactions are 
examined, the sex of ratee X profile interaction (p = .006) was highly 
significant and sex of rater X sex of job (p = .104) approached
significance. None of the 3-way or 4-way interactions was signi­
ficant.
Since the Women as Managers covariate was highly insignificant, 
the decision was made to eliminate it as a covariate and to pool its 
sum of squares with the error sum of squares. The analysis of var­
iance which resulted is shown at Table 9.
As is indicated in Table 9, leaving the Women as Managers co­
variate out of the design had little effect on the overall results. 
The main effect for profiles is significant at p = .000, indicating, 
in this case, that ratees with male characteristics will receive more 
favorable ratings than those with female characteristics. The mean for 
the male profile is 2.33 and for the female profile it is 2.94, 
suggesting that raters rate ratees regardless of sex more highly when 
they have male characteristics or a male profile. The 2.33 is closest 
to an "accept" decision (where 1 = more than acceptable, 2 = accept­
able, 3 = questionable, and 4 = not acceptable), and the 2.94 approxi­
mates the questionable decision. Similarly, all ratees being con­
sidered for the male job received higher ratings than those being con­
sidered for the female job. Ratings for the male job averaged 2.52,
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while those for the female job averaged 2.73.
TABLE 9
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: 2X2X2X2 FACTORIAL DESIGN WITH 1
COVARIATE
SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F SIGNIF
Covariates 1.001 1 1.001 2.458 .118
Hidden Figures Test
4
1.001 1 1.001 2.458 .118
Main Effects 32.320 4 8.080 19.841 .000
Sex of Ratee .362 1 .362 .889 .347
Sex of Rater .258 1 .258 .633 .427
Profile 27.419 1 27.419 67.329 .000
Sex of Job 3.770 1 3.770 9.257 .003
2-way Interactions 5.587 6 .931 2.286 .036
Sexratee Sexrater .026 1 .026 .000 .800
Sexratee Profile 3.222 1 3.222 7.911 .005
Sexratee Jobsex .334 1 .334 1.604 .366
Sexrater Jobsex .935 1 .935 2.300 .131
Profile Jobsex .330 1 .330 .810 .369
3-way Interactions .798 4 .199 .490 .743
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .237 1 .237 .581 .447
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .031 1 .031 .000 .785
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .296 1 .296 .726 .395
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .199 1 .199 .488 .485
4-way Interactions .197 1 .197 .485 .487
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .197 1 .197 .485 .487
Jobsex
Explained 39.903 16 2.494 5.124 .000
Residual 122.173 300 .407
Total 162.076 315 .513
Note: 20 missing cases reduced sample to 300.
Results in Table 9 also accentuate the importance of the sex of 
ratee X profile interaction. This interaction remains highly signi­
ficant at p = .005. Table 10 shows the means involved, and indicates
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that, while raters assign the same ratings on the average to male and 
female ratees, female ratees having male profiles are strongly pre­
ferred (average rating of 2.27) while females having female profiles 
are strongly rejected (average rating of 3.08). At the same time, the 
sex of rater X sex of job interaction became less significant at 
p = .131.
TABLE 10




MALE RATEE 2.39 2.79
84* 78*
FEMALE RATEE 2.27 3.08
78* 77*
♦indicates number in the cell.
Effects of Age and Employment Status
The sample was diverse in terms of both age and employment status 
and, therefore, it was important to consider whether results obtained 
were affected by either factor. To test for age effects, age was 
divided into three groups (below 20 years, 21 to 26, and 27 and older) 
and entered into the factorial design as a blocking factor. The main 
effect for age, p = .551, shown at Table 11, indicates that there were 
no differences in the rating patterns of the three groups.
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TABLE 11
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: 2X2X2X2 FACTORIAL DESIGN WITH 1
COVARIATE AND AGE AS A BLOCKING FACTOR
SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F SIGNZF
Covariates .957 1 .957 2.282 .132
Hidden Figures Test .957 1 .957 2.282 .132
Main Effects 32.263 6 5.377 12.824 .000
Sex of Ratee .370 1 .370 .884 .348
Sex of Rater .344 1 .344 • 821 .366
Profile 23.984 1 23.984 61.972 .000
Sex of Job 4.101 1 4.101 9.782 .002
Age .501 2 .250 .597 .551
2-way Interactions 7.210 14 .515 1.228 .254
Sexratee Sexrater .031 1 .031 .000 .785
Sexratee Profile 3.186 1 3.186 7.599 .006
Sexratee Jobsex .258 1 .258 .615 .434
Sexratee Age .396 2 .198 .296 .744
Sexrater Profile .438 1 .438 1.045 .308
Sexrater Jobsex .842 1 .842 2.008 .158
Sexrater Age .249 2 .124 .296 .744
Profile Jobsex .318 1 .318 .760 .384
Profile Age 1.332 2 .666 1.588 .206
Jobsex Age .075 2 .038 .000 .914
3-way Interactions 7.183 16 .449 1.071 .383
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .591 1 .591 1.409 .236
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .229 1 .229 .546 .461
Sexratee Sexrater Age 1.384 2 .692 1.650 .194
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .292 1 .292 .696 .405
Sexratee Profile Age 1.593 2 .797 1.900 .152
Sexratee Jobsex Age 1.704 2 .852 2.032 .133
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .267 1 .267 .636 .426
Sexrater Profile Age .195 2 .097 .232 .793
Sexrater Jobsex Age .252 2 .126 .301 .740
Profile Jobsex Age 2.532 2 1.266 3.019 .051
4-way Interactions 1.882 9 .209 .499 .875
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .374 1 .374 .908 .341
Jobsex
Sexratee Sexrater Profile 1.015 2 .507 1.210 .300
Age
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .161 2 .080 .191 .826
Age
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .242 2 .121 .289 .749
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Age
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .034 
Age
5-way Interactions .403 











Explained 49.899 4 1.062 2.532 .000
Residual 111.111 265 .419
Total 161.010 312 .516
Note: 7 missing cases reduced sample to 313.
TABLE 12
MEAN RATINGS BY JCB AND PROFILE FOR RATERS IN THREE AGE GROUPS
































A review of Table 11 indicates that the overall pattern of re­
lationships closely follows that seen in Tables 8 and 9, but that an 
additional 3-way interaction is marginally significant. In this 
table, p = .051 for the profile X sex of job X age interaction. Thus, 
it appears that raters in different age groups make differing use of 
profiles depending on the sex of the job being considered. Table 12 
shows the means for the groups involved.
A review of Table 12 above indicates that raters in the two 
younger age group© prefer the male profile more strongly, while older 
raters show a less marked preference and are more willing to place 
ratees with a female profile in a male job.
A similar analysis was performed with employment status (not 
working, working but not managerial, and managerial) as a blocking 
factor. As is indicated by Table 13, employment status, p = .929 was 
not significant. Thus use of profiles did not differ, regardless of 
whether ratees were full-time students, non-management employees, or 
managers. In general, the same patterns exhibited in other analyses 
(Tables 8, 9, and 11) are present in this analysis.
TABLE 13
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: 2X2X2X2 FACTORIAL DESIGN WITH 1
COVARIATE AND EMPLOYMENT STATUS AS A BLOCKING FACTOR
SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F SIGNIF
Covariates 1.001 1 1.001 2.425 .121
Hidden Figures Test 1.001 1 1.001 2.425 .121
Main Effects 32.381 6 5.397 13.079 .000
Sex of Ratee .370 1 .370 .896 .345
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Sex of Rater .207 1 .207 .501 .480
Profile 25.993 1 25.993 65.415 .000
Sex of Job 3.700 1 3.700 8.968 .003
Employment Status .061 2 .031 .000 .929
2-way Interactions 8.830 14 .631 1.528 .101
Sexratee Sexrater .003 1 .003 .000 .929
Sexratee Profile 3.756 1 3.756 9.102 .003
Sexratee Jobsex .214 1 .214 .518 .472
Sexratee Empstat .509 2 .255 .617 .540
Sexrater Profile .236 1 .236 .572 .450
Sexrater Jobsex .702 1 .702 1.701 .193
Sexrater Empstat 1.496 2 .748 1.812 .165
Profile Jobsex .198 1 .198 .481 .489
Profile Empstat .811 2 .406 .983 .375
Jobsex Enpstat .406 2 .203 .492 .612
3-way Interactions 6.212 16 .388 .941 .523
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .009 1 .009 .000 .882
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .003 1 .003 .000 .935
Sexratee Sexrater Empstat 1.101 2 .551 1.334 .265
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .019 1 .019 .000 .832
Sexratee Profile Empstat .467 2 .233 .565 .569
Sexratee Jobsex Enpstat 2.570 2 1.285 3.114 .046
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .333 1 .333 .808 .370
Sexrater Profile Sips tat .056 2 .028 .000 .935
Sexrater Jobsex Enpstat .768 2 .384 .931 .395
Profile Jobsex Empstat .541 2 .270 .655 .520
4-way Interactions 2.538 9 .282 .683 .724
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .097 1 .097 .235 .628
Jobsex
Sexratee Sexrater Profile 
Empstat
1.411 2 .706 1.710 .183
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .124 2 .062 .151 .860
Empstat
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .248 2 .124 .301 .740
Empstat
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .178 2 .089 .215 .807
Empstat
5-way Interactions .114 1 .114 .275 .600
Sexratee Sexrater Profile .114 1 .114 .275 .600
Jobsex Empstat
Explained 51.076 47 1.087
Residual 111.000 269 .413
Total 162.076 316 .513 
Note: 3 missing cases reduced sample to 317.
2.634 .000
One additional 3-way interaction was significant. Sex of rater X 
sex of job X employment status is significant (p =.046). As was
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indicated previously, the insignificant main effect for employment 
status indicates that there is no difference in the ratings made by 
subjects of differing employment status. However, the significant 3- 
way interaction, indicates that raters with differing employment 
statuses make differing uses of job information depending on the sex 
of the ratee. Table 14 shows the means for the groups involved.
TABLE 14
MEAN RATINGS BY SEX OF JOB AND SEX OF RATEE FOR RATERS 
DIFFERING IN EMPLOYMENT STATUS 









































Table 14 suggests that the managerial sample assigns the same 
ratings to ratees regardless of ratee sex or job sex, except for
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female ratees being considered for male jobs, who are not preferred. 
For non-management raters, higher ratings are given to candidates for 
male jobs, regardless of sex. For student raters, there is a ten­
dency to prefer male profiles for male jobs and female profiles for 
female jobs. This finding is consistent with one of the hypotheses of 
this study, that raters vrould make use of job information in the 
promotion decision. However, only the full time student raters give 
evidence of this ability.
Directionality of Hidden Figure test Results
At p = .118 (see Table 9), the results for the Hidden Figures 
test were marginally significant. Therefore, the decision was made to 
examine them for directionality, by building the Hidden Figures test 
scores into the design as a blocking factor. Results were broken into 
four blocks ranging from low to high in cognitive complexity: 7 or
below low; 8 through 12 moderately low; 13 through 17 moderately high; 
and 18 and above high. It is important to note that the Hidden Figures 
test is a test of cognitive complexity and in this design, therefore, 
the "lower" blocks (7 or below and 8 through 12) comprised those 
subjects who were relatively low in cognitive complexity. These indi­
viduals were expected to be "distracted" by irrelevant sex information 
in making the promotion decision. The "highs" were expected to be 
better able to distinguish which profiles were suitable for which 
jobs. Table 15 provides the results of this analysis and indicates 
that building the Hidden Figures test into the design had very little 
direct effect (p = .715 for the main effect and no significant 2-way 
interaction involving the Hidden Figures test).
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TABLE 15
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS: 2X2X2X2 FACTORIAL DESIGN WITH
HIDDEN FIGURE TEST SCORES AS A BLOCKING FACTOR
SOURCE OF VARIATION SS DF MS F SIGNIF
Main Effects 33.726 7 4.818 11.705 .000
Sex of Ratee .345 1 .345 .837 .361
Sex of Rater .302 1 .302 .733 .393
Profile 26.807 1 26.807 65.128 .000
Sex of Job 3.720 1 3.720 9.039 .003
Hidden Figure Scores .559 3 .186 .453 .715
2-way Interactions 10.381 18 .577 1.401 .130
Sexratee Sexrater .004 1 .004 .000 .921
Sexratee Profile 2.702 1 2.702 6.564 .011
Sexratee Jobsex .522 1 .522 1.269 .261
Sexratee Hidden Figures 1.371 3 .457 1.110 .345
Sexrater Profile .771 1 .771 1.873 .172
Sexrater Jobsex 1.334 1 1.334 3.241 .073
Sexrater Hidden Figures 1.372 3 .457 1.111 .345
Profile Jobsex .325 1 .325 .789 .375
Profile Hidden Figures .326 3 .109 .264 .851
Jobsex Hidden Figures 1.324 3 .441 1.073 .361
3-way Interactions 7.247 22 .329 .800 .725
Sexratee Sexrater Profiles .214 1 .214 .519 .472
Sexratee Sexrater Jobsex .035 1 .035 .000 .772
Sexratee Sexrater H. Fig. .656 3 .219 .513 .661
Sexratee Profile Jobsex .116 1 .116 .282 .596
Sexratee Profile H. Fig. .423 3 .141 .342 .795
Sexratee Jobsex H. Fig. .801 3 .267 .649 .584
Sexrater Profile Jobsex .538 1 .538 1.308 .254
Sexrater Profile H. Fig. .491 3 .164 .398 .755
Sexrater Jobsex H. Fig. 2.767 3 .922 2.241 .084
Profile Jobsex H. Fig. .895 3 .298 .725 .538
Explained 51.354 47 1.093 2.655 .000
Residual 110.722 268 .412
Total 162.076 316 .513
Notes: n = 320
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♦indicates number in the cell.
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There was one marginally significant 3-way interaction involving 
the Hidden Figures Test, the sex of rater X sex of job X Hidden 
Figures Test interaction which was marginally significant at p = .084. 
Table 16 above provides the means for this interaction.
While the extremely small cell sizes at Table 16 make any inter­
pretation tenuous at best, results suggest that male raters, re­
gardless of level on Hidden Figure Test scores, rated in a relatively 
consistent manner. Male raters at the three lower levels in cogni­
tive complexity showed a slight preference for the male job (as indi­
cated by giving more favorable ratings to ratees considered for that 
job), while those most cognitively complex preferred the female job 
slightly. In the case of female raters, preferences were stronger, 
especially at higher levels of Hidden Figure scores. At these levels 
especially, female raters exhibited a marked preference for the male 
job, and at no level did they prefer the female job.
Raters' Perceptions of Relative Importance of Variables
A second focal area of this research involves examining how 
raters perceive that they use variables in the rating process. Raters 
were presented with hypothetical ratees having one of two possible 
profiles. One of them was a "male" profile with high scores on such 
variables as oral communication skills, organizing and planning, and 
leadership, and with low scores in variables including written com­
munications skills and range of interests. The second profile was a 
"female" profile whose high scores included written camnunications 
skills, inner work standards, and perception, and with lows in resis­
tance to stress and energy. After making the rating, raters were 
asked to list the three variables which were most iirportant to them in
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the rating process. Several analyses ware then conducted to examine 
whether there were differences in raters' perceptions of variable 
importance when profile, sex of job, or sex of ratee was considered.
TABLE 17
VARIABLES NOMINATED AS MOST IMPORTANT IN THE PROMOTION DECISION
PERCENTAGE NOMINATION 
MALE PROFILE FEMALE PROFILE
VARIABLE PROMOTE DON'T PROMOTE PROMOTE DON'T PROMOTE
1 .02 .02 • o 00 .01
2 .20 .04 .07 .03
3 .02 .17 .07 .01
4 .00 •0! .01 .04
5 .01 .16 .04 .01
6 .05 .00 .10 .01
7 .01 .01 .00 .02
8
ino• .02 .03 oo.
9 .00 .05 .01 .03
10 .00 .05 .01 .03
11 .03 .01 .08 .00
12 .01 .00 .04 .00
13 .03 .00 .01 .14
14 .00 .03 .00 .00
15 .02 .01 .01 .09
16 .23 .08 .27 .06
17 .08 .26 .08 .26
18 .24 .09 .09 .26
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Since the two profiles ware markedly different, an initial analy­
sis centered on variables nominated as most important by raters 
evaluating a candidate with a male or a female profile (regardless of 
the actual sex of the ratee). For each profile type, an additional 
breakdown distinguished those raters deciding to promote the candidate 
(i.e. rating the candidate as 1 or 2) firm those feeling that the 
candidate should not be promoted (i.e. rating the candidate as 3 or 
4). Table 17 above provides the results.
A review of Table 17 indicates that relatively few variables were 
consistently nominated as important. In addition, there were dif­
ferences both between profiles and for the same profile for raters 
deciding to promote compared to those deciding not to promote. Thus, 
for males, oral communication skill, organizing and planning, and 
leadership were most important in the "promote" decision, while 
written communication skills, likability, and decision making were 
most important in the decision not to promote. For women, perception 
and organizing and planning were most important in the decision to 
promote, while resistance to stress, decision making, and leadership 
were weighted most heavily in the decision not to promote.
DEVELOPMENT OF REGRESSION EQUATIONS TO CAPTURE RATERS' POLICIES
A next step involved developing a series of regression equations 
as a device for capturing raters' policies. Profile differences were 
examined initially, and regression equations for the male and female 
profiles were developed. For the male profile, based on stepwise 
regression, the equation is:
Y = 1.90 + .39 (V17) + .43 (V5) + .39 (V3) + .53 (V9) + .60 (V14) 
where Y is the rating and 1.90 is a constant. The variables appearing
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in the equation were those with a probability of F to enter the 
equation of .05. The rating process was designed so that high ratings 
of 3 or 4 ware essentially "reject" decisions while low ratings of 1 
or 2 signified acceptance. In this regression equation, all variables 
are positive, so when any of them is present, the rating moves toward 
the 3 or 4 range and therefore toward unacceptable. Thus, the vari­
ables in this equation are ones which are used in a negative sense to 
eliminate candidates. The variables are: decision making (V17),
likability (V5), written canmunications skills (V3), need approval of 
superiors (V9), and range of interests (V14). In general, all are in 
the lew range on the male profile.
For the female profile, the regression equation is:
Y = 2.85 -.48(Vl6)-.42(Vl)-.56(Vll) +.34(V17) +.24(V13) +.42(V7) 
where Y is the rating and 2.85 is a constant. Table 18 provides a 
comparison of the equations for the male and female profiles, as well 
as for sex of ratee and sex of job.
Several differences are apparent when the equations for the male 
and female profiles are contrasted. When compared to the equation for 
the male profile, the female profile contains more variables (6 ccm- 
pared to 5) and makes use of both positive and negative values. In 
this equation, the negative values are for organizing and planning 
(V16), scholastic aptitude (Vl) and inner work standards (Vll), all 
strengths in the female profile. Thus, ncmination of these variables 
will tend to reduce the numerical value of the rating. Doing this 
will move the total rating toward the pnomotable range (ratings of 1 
or 2). The positive values are for decision making (V17), resistance 
to stress (V13), and self objectivity (V7), all weaknesses in the
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female profile. Nominations of these variables will tend to increase 
the numerical value of the total rating into the nan-promotable range.
TABLE 18
REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR RATEES, JOBS, AND PROFILES BY SEX
VARIABLE RATEE JCB PROFILE













13 .665 .500 .238
14 .730 .602
15 .266
16 -.636 -.321 -.478 -.483
17 .658 .332 .308 .508 .387 .344
18
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While differences are apparent, it is important to test for the 
strength and significance of those differences. To do this, a third 
equation was developed. This equation was developed for the full 
sanple, including both profiles, but contained a dummy variable for 
"profile". The resulting equation is:
Y = 2.85 +.16(V17) +.44(P) -.45(V16) -.57(V11) -.32(V2) -.40(V8)
-.48(VI) -.36 (V6) -,54(V12) -.17(V18) -.25 (V4) 
where Y is the rating and 2.85 is a constant. In this equation, the 
+.44(P) is the dummy profile variable, shewing strong importance of 
profile in influencing the rating. Therefore, the profile effect may 
be taken as significant. Because the weight is positive, when the sex 
of the profile is 2 or female rather than 1 or male, the value of the 
total rating will "increase" toward not acceptable. Aside from the
positive value of profile, only decision making (V17) has a positive 
value in this equation and its presence will again "increase" the 
rating toward not acceptable for all ratees. The remaining variables, 
organizing and planning (V16), inner work standards (Vll), oral com­
munications skills (V2), adaptability (V8), scholastic aptitude (Vl), 
perception (V6), managerial identification (VI2), leadership skill 
(V18), and forcefulness (V4), are negative and will "reduce" the 
rating toward the acceptable range when present. The absense of an 
interaction effect is shown by a comparison of the multiple R squared 
in the three equations. For the male profile, it is .53. For the 
female profile, it is .52. For the combined equation, it is .56. Had 
either individual regression had the higher R squared, there would 
have been evidence of interaction, as the individual equations would 
have accounted for more variance than the combined equation.
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In the same way, regression equations were prepared for sex of 
ratee. For male ratees, the equation was:
Y=1.94+,67 (V17) +.66 (V13) +. 73 (V7) +. 73 (V14) +.35 (V5)+.30 (V9) +.27 (V15) 
where Y is the rating and 1.94 is a constant. As was the case with 
the equation for the male profile, all values are positive and there­
fore the variables entering into the equation serve in a negative 
sense to eliminate candidates when present. The important variables 
in this equation are decision making (V17), resistance to stress 
(V13), self objectivity (V7) range of interests (V14), likability 
(V5), need approval of superiors (V9), and energy (V15). R squared 
was .53.
For females, the corresponding equation was:
Y = 2.90 - .64(VI6) + .33(V17) - .63(V8) - .36(V2)
where Y is the rating and 2.90 is a constant. When the two equations 
are compared (see Table 18) several differences are apparent. The 
equation for female ratees has many fewer variables (four compared to 
seven in the male equation) and it contains both positive and negative 
values. In the female equation, decision making (VI7) is positive and 
its presence serves to increase the total rating toward not acceptable 
range. Organizing and planning (V16), adaptability (V8), and oral 
communications skills (V2) are negative and their presence serves to 
reduce the the value of the total rating toward the acceptable range. 
R squared was .45.
Finally, an equation for the full sample was developed, and a 
dummy variable for sex of ratee was included. The equation for the 
full sample was:
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Y = 2.75 + .33 (V17) - .46(V16) + .27(V13) - .37 (V2) - .46 (V8)
- .39(Vll) - .27 (VI) + .36(V7) 
where Y is the rating and 2.75 is a constant. In this equation, there 
are both positive and negative values. Decision making (V17), resis­
tance to stress (V13) and self objectivity (V7) are all positive, and 
their presence serves to move the value of the total rating towards 
not acceptable. Organizing and planning (VI6), oral communication 
skills (V2), adaptability (V8), inner work standards (Vll) and schol­
astic aptitude (VI) are negative and their presence serves to move the 
value of the total rating rating toward acceptable. In the case of 
this equation, however, the dummy variable has much less effect. Its 
beta weight of .063 was not sufficient to enter into the equation 
within the limits imposed. R squared stands at .50, below the male 
but above the female equation, suggesting the presence of an interac­
tion effect.
Finally, a series of equations was developed for the male and 
female jobs. For the male job (installation supervisor), the equation 
was:
Y = 2.74 + .31(V17) - .58(V2) - .32(V16) - .45(V6) - .35(V11)
where Y is the rating and 2.74 is a constant. Only decision making 
(V17) has a positive value and will move the value of the total rating 
toward the not acceptable range. Oral ccmnunications skills (V2), 
organizing and planning (V16), perception (V6), and inner work stan­
dards (Vll) are all negative and their presence will move the value of 
the total rating toward the acceptable range. R squared was .52.
For the female job (word processing supervisor), the corres­
ponding equation was:
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Y = 2.50 - .48(V16) + .51(V17) + .50(V13) + .61 (V7)
where Y is the rating and 2.50 is a constant. For this job, only one 
variable, organizing and planning (V16) is negative and will tend to 
move the value of the total rating toward acceptable. The other 
variables, decision making (V17), resistance to stress (V13) and self 
objectivity (V7) are positive and their presence will move the value 
of the total rating toward the not acceptable range. R squared 
was .45. Table 18 contrasts the equations for the male and female 
jobs.
Finally, as before, a combined equation including a duimy 
"jobsex" variable was developed. This equation was:
Y = 2.68 + .32(V17) - .45(V16) + .27(V13) - .38(V2) - .44(V8)
- .37 (Vll) - .28 (VI) + .14 (JS) + .‘39 (V7) 
where Y is the rating and 2.68 is a constant. In this equation, both 
positive and negative values are present. Decision making (V17), 
resistance to stress (V13) and self objectivity (V7) are all positive 
and lead to not acceptable total ratings, while organizing and plan­
ning (V16) oral canmunications skills (V2), adaptability (V8), inner 
work standards (Vll) and scholastic aptitude (VI) are all negative and 
lead to acceptable ratings when present. The dummy variable for job 
sex (JS) is positive with a beta weight of .14. This value suggests 
that the job sex effect is positive and that jobs coded 2 or female 
will tend to receive not acceptable ratings. R squared was .51, 
suggesting the presence of an interaction effect when compared to the 
slightly higher R squared of .52 for the male job.
Table 18, shown previously, summarizes and compares the regres­
sion equations for the three areas discussed: profiles, sex of ratee,
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and jobs. As was indicated previously, these equations include only 
the most important variables (F to enter .05). Table 19 lists all 
variables for each area and gives beta weights.
TABLE 19
REGRESSION EQUATIONS FOR RATEES, JOBS, AND PROFILES BY SEX:
ALL VARIABLES INCLUDED 
VARIABLE RATEE JOB PROFILE
MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE
1 -.044 -.098 -.043 -.092 .018 -.418*
2 -.097 -.360* -.577* -.113 -.111 .018
3 .078 -.047 -.047 .070 .394* -.021
4 .000 .034 .014 .000 -.067 -.020
5 .348* -.060 -.053 .113 .431* -.066
6 -.032 -.043 -.453* .000 -.021 -.053
7 .731* .081 .075 .607* .076 .416*
8 .022 -.701* -.121 -.098 -.039 -.036
9 .305* .043 .021 .058 .534* -.012
10 .052 .088 .052 .090 .118 .086
11 -.044 -.115 -.353* -.090 .021 -.557*
12 -.047 .000 -.054 .000 -.054 -.102
13 .665* .111 .044 .500* .021 .238*
14 .730* .011 .050 .053 .602* .000
15 .266* .054 .039 .071 .073 -.031
16 -.075 -.636* -.321* -.478* .114 -.483*
17 .658* .332* .306* .508* .387* .344*
18 .119 -.029 .021 -.032 -.076 .117
♦Variable used in regression equation: F to enter = .05
60
THE ROLE CfF CONFIDENCE AND VARIABILITY 
Confidence
Another part of this study asked raters to use a 5-point scale to 
rate hew confident they were about the rating they had given. Most 
raters apparently felt confident about the process they had followed; 
80.0 percent rated their confidence as either 1 or 2, on a scale where 
1 was "very confident" and which ranged through 5, "not at all confi­
dent". The mean was 1.97.
Correlations ware then developed between confidence and several 
factors in the rating process. The correlation between confidence and 
the rating itself was -.10, a weak relationship, but one which 
suggests that raters are less confident when accepting than when 
rejecting ratees.
There was essentially a zero correlation (.01) between confidence 
by all raters and sex of ratee. When the confidence of male and 
female raters is taken individually, sonewhat more meaningful results 
emerge. For female raters, the correlation is at .05 between confi­
dence and the sex of the ratee. This weak positive correlation 
suggests that females are less confident (i.e., have "higher" or less 
confident ratings) when rating wanen. They are more confident when 
rating men. For males, the situation is reversed. The correlation 
for male raters is -.03, suggesting that males are more confident 
(i.e., have "lower" or more confident ratings) when rating women. 
They are less confident when rating men. Thus, for this sample, 
raters appear more confident when rating ratees of the opposite sex. 
However, the extremely low correlations make any interpretation 
tenuous.
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When the relation between confidence and sex of the job is consi­
dered, a correlation of -.07 results, suggesting that raters becane 
more confident when rating the female job. When both sex and job type 
are considered, there is a very weak (.01) positive correlation be­
tween confidence and sex of ratee when the male job is considered.
Thus, raters are less confident when rating women for a male job. For 
the female job, the relationship remains weak and positive (.02), 
suggesting that raters are less confident when rating women for a 
female job.
Variance
A final factor which was considered as potentially influencing the 
rating process was the variance of ratings. Variance was computed for 
each of the four sex of rater/sex of ratee combinations (i.e., males 
rating males, males rating females, females rating males, and females 
rating females). For males rating males, the variance was .413; for 
males rating females, it was .528; for females rating males, it 
was .533; and for females rating females, it was .581. Thus, for both
sexes, variance decreases when a male ratee is being considered. When
sex of the job is considered, a similar effect occurs. Variance for 
the female job is .587, while for the male job it is .419. Thus, in 





In examining the rating process, this study centered around three 
sets of hypotheses involving influences on the rating process. The 
hypotheses included the following areas:
1. Stereotypes will affect the rating process and will be shared by 
all raters. There will be no differences in rating by male or by 
female raters. All raters, regardless of sex, will show evidence 
of different stereotypes for male and for female ratees.
2. Two personality variables, attitudes toward woman, as measured by 
the Wfcmen as Managers Scale and cognitive complexity, as measured 
by the Hidden Figures Test, will affect the rating process. 
Raters with more positive attitudes toward women will show less 
evidence of stereotyping. Raters high in cognitive complexity 
will be better able to disregard ratee sex and make use of job 
information in making the promotion decision.
3. Raters will make use of job information and profile type in the 
judgment process. They will attempt to assign female ratees with 
female profiles to female jobs and male ratees with male profiles 
to male jobs. Where job, sex of ratee, and sex of profile are not 
all the same (i.e., job and sex of profile are female but sex of 
ratee is male), raters high in cognitive complexity will attempt 
to match sex of profile to sex of job, while those low in cogni­
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tive complexity will attempt to match sex of applicant to sex of 
job.
Findings related to each of these three hypotheses will be discussed 
in turn.
Evidence of Stereotyping and Bias
The first set of hypotheses considered in this research involved 
stereotyping:
Stereotypes will affect the rating process and will be shared by 
all raters. There will be no differences in rating by male or by 
female raters. All raters, regardless of sex, will show evidence 
of different stereotypes for male and for female ratees.
As indicated at Table 9 previously, the insignificant main effect for 
raters supports this contention, as does the insignificant sex of ra­
tee X sex of rater interaction. This finding supports those of 
Izraeli and.Izraeli (1985) and Peters, O'Connor, Vfeekley, Pooyan, 
Frank and Erenkrantz (1984). An examination of the means for the main 
effect, 2.59 for males and 2.67 for females, suggests that the women 
in this sample rated somewhat more stringently than the men, although 
this difference was not statistically significant. This finding 
supports the stringency effect, where female raters gave lower ratings 
to the same ratees than did their male counterparts (Oliphant & 
Alexander, 1982). For this sample, there was no evidence of the
opposite effect, the leniency effect reported by Lord, Phillips and
Rush (1980) and Rose and Andippan (1978). When the means for the non­
significant sex of ratee/sex of rater interaction are examined for
directionality, it appears that female raters are somewhat more likely 
than males to reject a female ratee. Males gave ratees of either sex
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approximately the same rating, a mean of 2.58 for males and 2.60 for
females. Women, in contrast, rated males 2.60 on the average, but
rated women 2.73. While this finding is not statistically signifi­
cant, it provides little reason to hope that including women as raters 
in assessment centers will insure fair treatment for women. In this 
study, at least, using women as raters would have resulted in somewhat 
poorer ratings for wonen, rather than higher ratings.
While results of this study support previous research showing no 
differences associated with sex of the rater, all raters were expected 
to have different expectations, depending on whether the ratee was 
male or female. Evidence for bias of this kind appears at several 
points. Table 9 provides an interesting set of findings.. While there 
is no significant main effect for sex of ratee, with p = .347, an
examination of the means for the two groups (2.59 for men and 2.67 for
women) suggests a tendency for raters to be more stringent in their 
ratings of wonen. As pointed out previously, the poorer ratings given 
women by female raters? were primarily responsible for this finding.
The confidence literature suggests a possible reason for this 
finding. Research in this area has suggested that raters rate those 
in their own group with more confidence and that confidence leads to 
increased variability. Variability has been shown to be related to 
increased accuracy (Schmitt & Lappin, 1980), but possibly it is also 
related to tetter average ratings of similar group members. This set 
of relationships did not occur in the present study. While the re­
lationship was weak, it appears that regardless of sex, all raters are 
more confident when rating members of the opposite sex, not the same 
sex as the Schmitt & Lappin study suggests. Furthermore, regardless
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of sex of rater, there is less variance associated with ratings of 
males. Again, this finding-is different frcan that obtained by Schmitt 
and Lapin (1980). Thus, in this study, there was no evidence for a 
direct relationship between confidence, variance, and ratings. The 
hypothesis that there would be sex-related differences in variance and 
confidence are weakly supported, but the idea that this relationship 
directly affects ratings was not.
In addition, Table 9 includes a set of findings not considered by 
this study: all raters rated candidates regardless of sex who had a
"female" profile (p = .000) or who were being considered for a
"female" job (p = .003) as less pranotable. Candidates regardless of 
sex who have female profiles are rated significantly more poorly (mean 
= 2.94) than those with male profiles (mean - 2.33). Since it is 
likely that a candidate with a 2.94 or "questionable" rating would not 
be promoted, while a candidate with a 2.33 or "acceptable" rating 
would be promoted, this finding has practical significance. It is 
further supported by the differences in the regression equations 
developed for the two profiles which suggest that raters view dif­
ferent variables as important when rating candidates with differing 
profiles.
This finding becomes even more important when the significant (p 
= .005) sex of ratee/profile interaction shown at Table 9 is con­
sidered. An examination of the means for that interaction indicate 
that raters accept male ratees with male profiles (mean = 2.39) and 
reject male ratees with female profiles (mean = 2.79). In the case of 
female ratees, this tendency appears in exaggerated form. Raters 
strongly accept female ratees with male profiles (mean = 2.27) but
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strongly reject females with a female profile (mean = 3.08).
•The literature contains two opposing sets of speculations about 
hew "feminine" vs. "masculine" vranen will be rated. Those favoring 
sex-role congruence (Humphers, 1978; Rice, Instone & Adams, 1984;
Riger & Galligan, 1980) feel that women with exhibiting stereo- 
typically feminine behavior will be preferred. Those arguing for a 
contrast effect (White, Crino & DeSanctis, 1981; Schein, 1973, 1975; 
Nieva & Gutek, 1980) feel that women with stereotypically masculine 
traits will be favored. This study provides strong support for the 
contrast effect. Raters responded in a highly favorable way to what 
they perceive as out-of-character behavior by wonen. Apparently 
Samuel Johnson's 18th century comments on female preachers represent 
an attitude which still persists; "Sir, a woman preaching is like a 
dog walking on its hind legs. It is not done well, but you are 
surprised to find it done at all" (Nieva & Gutek, 1980). Certainly, 
the message of this study is that any ratee is not likely to be judged 
favorably if exhibiting "female" characteristics, and that women 
having such characteristics will be strongly rejected. Certainly, 
this finding supports the hypothesis of different stereotypes oper­
ating for males and females. The operation of the contrast effect 
indicates that ratings are influenced by the expectation that women 
should have masculine characteristics to be successful as managers.
These findings are particularly striking in view of the con­
siderable tody of research and theory which suggests that stereotyping 
becomes more pronounced in an ambiguous situation or one where job 
requirements or performance expectations are unclear (Nieva & Gutek, 
1980; Rose & Andiappan, 1978; Riger & Galligan, 1980). In this study,
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a detailed job description was available and should have served to 
reduce ambiguity. Even with the job description, however, the effects 
were present and highly significant.
The final significant finding apparent at Table 9 is the signifi­
cant (p = .003) main effect for sex of job. An examination of cell 
means indicates that raters, again regardless of sex, give higher 
ratings to the same candidates when applying for male (mean = 2.52) 
rather than for female (mean = 2.73) jobs. There is little in the 
literature to suggest why this effect is occuring and it is tempting 
to see it as part of a generalized tendency towards rejecting feminine 
attributes in the business context. One possible explanation may 
again be found in the confidence literature, which suggests that 
increased confidence leads to increased variance and ultimately to 
increased accuracy (Schmitt & Lappin, 1980). This same approach could 
be used to suggest that raters are less confident in rating the 
"inoongruent" female managerial job. Lack of confidence could then 
possibly lead to restricted variance with increased conservatism, 
perhaps in an effort to "play it safe", and, in turn, to lower 
ratings. This study suggests that this set of linkages does not hold 
up well, however. While the relationship was weak, raters ware more, 
rather than less, confident when rating the female job. Apparently, 
the hypothesized relationship between confidence and variance did 
occur. For this sample, variance was found to be .587 for the female 
job and was reduced to .419 for the male job. Thus, high confidence 
and high variance do appear to be related for this sample, although 
the relationships involved, particularly for confidence, are not
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strong. High variance, however, was related to poorer rather than 
better ratings for these raters.
When considering the hypothesis that raters regardless of sex 
have differing expectations of male and female ratees, this study 
proposed that raters would use variables differently, depending on 
whether the ratee was a man or a wanan. The regression equations 
developed for the variables nominated as most important in rating 
males vs. females were used to express raters' perceptions of how they 
used the variables. A comparison of the two equations at Tables 18 
and 19 reveals several striking differences. The two equations
contain almost entirely different variables with only V17, decision
making, appearing in both of them. Furthermore, the male equation
contains many more variables than the female equation, seven in the 
male equation compared to four for women. The male equation contains 
only positive beta weights, an indication that the presence of any of 
the variables will increase the probability of candidate rejection. 
Thus, the male equation operates somewhat like a checklist of factors 
used to eliminate the man from consideration. It appears that raters 
are saying that a successful male should NOT be indecisive or be low 
in ability to withstand stress, in self objectivity, range of 
interests, likability, or energy, and should not be dependent on 
approval of superiors.
In contrast, fewer variables were important for women and the
important variables included negative as well as positive beta 
weights. Apparently raters looked for only a few factors when rating
women. The presence of negative beta weights suggests that in the 
case of women, raters had in mind a set of characteristics which the
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woman needed to have to be successful. Successful women are expected 
to exhibit organizing and planning skills, be adaptable, and have good 
oral communications skills. As was the case with males, if they are 
indecisive, they will be less likely to be seen as promotable. Seen in 
light of the Humphers (1978) research, raters appeared to be looking 
for masculine rather than feminine characteristics in judging female 
ratees' acceptability. Overall, differences in the regression equa­
tions for male and female ratees again provides support for the hypo­
thesis that differing expectations of males and females will affect 
the rating process.
The low positive value of the beta weight for the dummy variable 
for candidate sex was consistent with the non-significant main effect 
for sex found in analysis of variance and with the mean ratings sug­
gesting that females receive slightly poorer ratings than males. In 
the combined equation, a ratee's status as female will tend to raise 
the rating slightly into the non-acceptable range. The interaction 
effect indicated by the presence of an R squared in the male equation 
which is higher than the combined R squared is again consistent with 
the interaction effect identified in analysis of variance. In addi­
tion, the difference in R squared between the male and the female 
equations (.53 for men compared to .45 for women) suggests that raters 
were able to state more accurately what the relationship was between 
use of variables and the resulting rating for men than they were for 
women. Perhaps some sort of "hidden agenda" is indicated.
Impact of Moderator Variables on the Rating Process
This study examined two personal attribute variables which were 
expected to influence the rating process: attitudes towards wonen as
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managers, as measured by the Vfcmen as Managers (WAMS) Scale, and 
cognitive complexity/selective attention, as measured by the Hidden 
Figures Test. The hypotheses tested were:
Two personality variables, attitudes toward wonen, as measured by 
the Wanen as Managers Scale and cognitive complexity, as measured 
by the Hidden Figures Test, will affect the rating process. 
Paters with more positive attitudes toward wonen will show less 
evidence of stereotyping. Raters high in cognitive complexity 
will be better able to disregard ratee sex and mate use of job 
information in making the promotion decision.
As indicated at Table 8, neither factor, taken as a covaTiate, 
was significant. At p = .792, the Women as Managers Scale was highly 
non-significant. A possible reason for this lack of significance 
which was considered was the idea that in the period since the scale 
was developed and results were published in 1974, there could have 
been a shift upward in scores as the population as a whole became 
sensitized to the issues involved. Possibly, such a shift could have 
brought all scores to a level where there was insufficient variance to 
permit meaningful relations to be established. However, a comparison 
of the distribution of scores in this sample to that of the 1974 study 
renders this conclusion unlikely. For the current sample, the median 
score for males was approximately 115, the low was 59, the 25 percent 
level was at 105, the 75 percent level at 125, and the high score at 
147. In 1974, Peters, Terborg and Taynor (1974) reported a median of 
approximately 107, a lew of 59, the 25 percent level at 95, the 75 
percent level at 119 and a high score of 137 for a group of males. 
For females in both samples, scores were higher. In this study, the
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median for females was 133, the low was 91, the 25 percent level 
approximately 124, the 75 percent level 140, and the high 147. In the 
1974 study, the median was approximately 128, the low 77, the 25 
percent level approximately 119, the 75 percent level 137 and the high 
147. Thus, while there is seme evidence of upward escallation, it 
does not appear to be extreme and there appears to be sufficient 
variation in scores to permit relationships to be established if they 
exist. Peters, Terborg and Taynor (1974) state that the scale was 
developed for research in cases such as this, where attitudes toward 
women as managers should be expected to make a difference, and 
research by Terborg, Peters, Ilgen and Smith (1977) indicates that 
more liberal attitudes, as measured by the scale, are associated with 
more willingness to accept wemen in managerial roles. However, in 
this study at least, attitudes toward women as measured by the scale, 
did not affect the rating process, and this part of the hypothesis is 
not supported.
Since the Hidden Figures Test, at p = .142 in the original fac­
torial design (Table 8) and p = .118 in the design eliminating the 
WAMS scale as a covariate (Table 9) was somewhat close to signifi­
cance, it was treated as a blocking factor in a new analysis of 
variance (Table 15), and the results examined for directionality. The 
non-significant main effect (p = .715) indicates that raters high in 
cognitive complexity do not rate differently from raters low in cogni­
tive complexity. An examination of means for the four blocks used 
indicates that those lowest in cognitive complexity gave slightly more 
favorable ratings than those at higher levels. The mean for the low
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category was 2.55; for medium low it was 2.64; for medium high it was 
2.76; and for high it was 2.74.
The hypothesis in this study was that cognitive complexity would 
moderate the relationship between sex of ratee, sex of profile, and 
sex of job. Those high in cognitive complexity were expected to 
select ratees whose profiles matched job requirements regardless of 
sex. Those low in cognitive complexity were expected to select the 
"appropriate" sex for the job, regardless of profile. Therefore, 
significant interactions at sex of ratee X profile X Hidden Figure 
Score, sex of ratee X sex of job X Hidden Figure Score, or sex of 
ratee X sex of profile X sex of job X Hidden Figure Score were expec­
ted. Neither of the first two interactions, at p = .795 and p = .584
respectively, was significant. When the means of the sex of ratee X 
sex of job X Hidden Figure Score interaction are examined for direc­
tionality, there appears to be little difference in the means of the 
most and the least cognitively complex. Both those low and those high 
in cognitive complexity showed patterns similar to the sample as a 
whole. For the sample as a whole, the significant sex of ratee X 
profile interaction (means at Table 10) was interpreted to indicate 
presence of a contrast effect where all raters strongly preferred 
wonen w/ith male and rejected women with female profiles. Regardless 
of level on the Hidden Figures Test, this pattern was repeated, and it 
appears that, if anything, those high in cognitive complexity showed a 
more extreme contrast effect. As compared to the means for those low 
in cognitive complexity (2.14 for women wdth the male profile and 3.00 
for women with the female profile), the highs appear to follow the 
same pattern but to be more rejecting of women overall (2.33 for wonen
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with the male profile and 3.10 for women with the female profile).
Similarly, for the sex of ratee X sex of job X Hidden Figures 
Score interaction, there is little evidence that cognitive complexity 
is operating as hypothesized. Ratees low in cognitive complexity were 
nearly equally likely to accept ratees of either sex for either job. 
Means were: 2.53 for males for the male job, 2.67 for males for the
female job, 2.45 for females for the male job, and 2.58 for females 
for the female job. For those high in cognitive complexity, results 
for males were similar (means of 2.50 for the male and 2.63 for the 
female job). However, there was a tendency to reject women for either 
job (means of 2.80 for the male and 3.00 for the female job). Over­
all, neither interaction supports the hypothesis.
As a result of small cell sizes, significance of the interaction 
between sex of ratee, sex of job, profile, and Hidden Figure Scores 
could not be computed. Review of means indicates that use of the 
factors is quite different from that hypothesized. For example, those 
high in cognitive complexity were more likely to accept a woman with 
the "wrong" (i.e., the male) profile for the female job and to reject 
the woman with the "right" (i.e., the female) profile for that job, 
when the hypothesis would have predicted the opposite effect. 
Similarly, for the male job, the highs were more inclined to reject 
the woman with the male profile and accept the woman with the feminine 
profile. Means for the male job were 3.00 for women with masculine 
profiles and 2.75 for women with feminine profiles, while for the 
female job they were 2.00 for women with the masculine and 3.33 for 
women with the feminine profile. Those low in cognitive complexity 
did not show the effect of rejecting the vranan with the masculine
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profils for the male job. For the male job, the mean for women with 
the masculine profile was 2.13 while for those with the feminine 
profile it was 2.94. For the female job the mean for women with the 
masculine profile was 2.17 and for those with the feminine profile it 
was 3.07. While extremely low cell sizes precludes making a firm 
interpretation of these results, if they held up in a larger sample 
size, it would be possible to speculate that those high in cognitive 
complexity respond to sex/job congruence rather than to profile/job 
congruence as was hypothesized by this study. Stereotyping based on 
sex is apparently still occuring for those high in cognitive com­
plexity, a finding contrary to the hypothesis of this study. Cardy 
(1985) provides a possible explanation for this finding. He points 
out that rating involves a global judgment process and that it is 
possible that those high in cognitive complexity are less skillful in 
global judgments. When faced with the need to make a global judgment, 
it is possible that individuals high in cognitive complexity fall back 
on stereotyped responses.
The marginally significant 3-way interaction between sex of 
rater, sex of job and Hidden Figures Scores (Table 16) suggests that 
sex of the rater may enter in and that females high in cognitive 
complexity give higher ratings to candidates for male jobs and 
strongly reject candidates for female jobs (means for high female 
raters are 2.40 for the male and 3.67 for the female job). While low 
cell sizes preclude drawing firm conclusions, raters, and particularly 
women, at high levels of cognitive complexity appear to be using 
factors other than profile congruence in the assessment process.
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Raters' Use of Job Type
A final purpose of this study was to examine the use raters make 
of a job description in the decision making process. The following 
hypotheses were tested:
Raters will make use of job information and profile type in the 
judgment process. They will attempt to assign female ratees with 
female profiles to female jobs and male ratees with male profiles to 
male jobs. Where job, sex of ratee, and sex of profile are not all 
the same (i.e., job and sex of profile are female but sex of ratee is 
male), raters high in cognitive complexity will attempt to match sex 
of profile to sex of job, while those low in cognitive complexity will 
attempt to match sex of applicant to sex of job.
Raters were given either a "male" job description (installation 
supervisor) or a "female" job description (ward processing supervisor) 
and were asked to consider requirements for the job as part of the 
decision making process. The hypothesis of this study was that 
raters in general would attempt to place a candidate of the "appro­
priate" sex into each of the two jobs and therefore that males with a 
male profile would be preferred for the male and females with a female 
profile for the female job. When profile, sex of job, and sex of 
ratee did not match, raters high in cognitive complexity were expected 
to place candidates regardless of sex into the job matching the 
ratee's profile. Candidates regardless of sex who had a female profile 
would be preferred for the female job and those with the male profile 
for the male job. As indicated previously, this effect did not occur. 
In fact, raters high in cognitive complexity showed seme evidence of
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attenpting to select on the basis of job/sex congruence rather than 
profile/job congruence.
When Table 9 is examined to determine what use raters in general 
made of the job descriptions, the significant (p = .003) main effect 
for sex of job is apparent. Raters gave higher ratings to the same 
candidates when considering them for the male rather than the female 
job. As was indicated previously, raters indicated that they were 
slightly more confident in rating the female job and higher confidence 
was accompanied by increased variance. Contrary to prediction, how­
ever, increased variance led to lower rather than higher ratings.
If raters were making differing use of either applicant sex or 
the profile in assigning ratings, the sex of ratee/sex of job or the 
profile/sex of job interactions should have been significant. Inspec­
tion of Table 9 shows that neither interaction (at p = .336 and
p = .369 respectively) was significant.
The means of the sex of ratee X sex of job interaction show
little evidence of a sex effect. Raters consistently rated candidates 
for the female job lower than those for the male job (mean = 2.73 for 
male candidates for the female job and 2.74 for female candidates for
that job, while for the male job, means were 2.44 for male and 2.59
for female candidates respectively.
An inspection of means of the profile/sex of job interaction for 
directionality indicates that raters were definitely not attempting to 
match the "appropriate" profile to the job. The male profile was 
strongly preferred for both jobs (mean = 2.25 for the male and 2.41 
for the female job), and the female profile was strongly rejected 
(mean = 2.79 for the male and 3.08 for the female job). This finding
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suggests that raters share a cannon conception of managerial qualities 
needed for success on any job and that the qualities most closely 
resemble those on the male profile. Apparently raters are responding 
to a cannon stereotype of universal "male oriented" managerial 
qualities, as suggested by Schein (1973, 1975) and Powell and Butter­
field (1979). Thus, contrary to the hypothesis of this study, 
evidence to this point does not suggest that raters make significant 
use of job information in the rating process.
Sonewhat contradictory conclusions are reached when results of 
the regression analysis are considered. Regression analyses were 
developed to express the relative importance raters perceived that the 
variables had for the two jobs. For the male job, raters perceived 
that they were looking for ratees with strengths in oral cartmunica- 
tions skills, organizing and planning, perception, and inner work 
standards and who were not indecisive. For the female job, only cne 
positive characteristic, strong organizing and planning skills, 
appeared. Candidates weak in decision making, resistance to stress 
and self objectivity would be eliminated. It is interesting to note 
that the characteristics desired for the male job correspond closely 
to those found on the male profile. All of the desired qualities are 
strengths in that profile: oral communications skills, organizing and
planning, and inner work standards are all in the high range. In the 
case of the female job, the undesirable characteristics which will 
eliminate a candidate are decision making, resistance to stress and 
self objectivity, all of which are in the low range on the female 
profile. Apparently the male profile corresponds far more closely to 
raters' expectations of desired qualities for the male job than the
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female profile does for desired qualities for the female job. The 
male profile does not appear to conform too closely to desired charac­
teristics for the female job either. Organizing and planning and 
resistance to stress are in the high range but the other variables are 
not.
Thus, it is possible that raters have a "mental picture" of the 
qualities needed for the female job but that neither of the two pro­
files provided corresponded closely enough to this mental image to be 
consistently judged appropriate. If this is the case, it is possible 
that raters have a tetter ability to match skills to jobs than study 
results indicate. A potential problem with this line of reasoning is 
the relatively low R squared (.45 for the female job compared to .52 
for the male job), which suggests that raters are less able to clearly 
identify factors which account for their ratings for the female job. 
Overall, perhaps the test conclusion which can be drawn from the 
somewhat contradictory findings on use of job information is that 
raters have seme idea of how they would like to use job information, 
but that their intentions are not reflected in the rating process. 
Perhaps the operation of stereotyping is overwhelming use of job 
information.
Other Findings
While the primary purpose of this study was to examine sources of 
bias in the rating process, several findings not directly related to 
the purpose of the study deserve mention.
A number of researchers have pointed out that problems with 
generalizability can potentially become acute when a student sample is 
used. In the present study, students were used but they were diverse
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in age and also in employment status, possibly because the study was 
conducted at a large urban university which traditionally has had a 
high percentage of older and working students. Age groups and employ­
ment status were used as blocking factors in an attempt to determine 
whether there were differences in rating when raters were in differing 
age categories or occupational status. Results of the two factorial 
designs, at Tables 11 and 13, indicate that, for this saitple, there is 
no difference in rating by raters in different age and occupational 
groups. It is important to note, however, that this group of raters 
undoubtedly is different in many respects from raters in field assess­
ment center settings, and that results may not generalize to that 
setting.
For age, the main effect was non-significant (p = .551), sugges­
ting no differences in rating by raters in different age groups. It 
is important to note, however, that even the oldest of the age groups 
was relatively young, 27 and up. A review of the means for the 
marginally significant interaction in this design, profile X sex of 
job X age, suggests that younger raters show more evidence of stereo­
typing than older raters. This finding is consistent with that of 
Schein (1975) where wonen with less work experience, and presumably 
younger, showed more evidence of stereotyping.
In the case of employment status (Table 13), the main effect was 
highly (p = .929) non-significant. This finding indicates no differ­
ence in ratings for non-working students, working but not managerial 
students and students who were working as managers. This finding 
supports those by Bernstein, Hakel and Harlan (1975) and Hakel, 
Hollmann and Dunnette (1970) showing no differences between student
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raters and professional samples. In this study, there was some sug­
gestion in the significant sex of rater X sex of job X employment 
status interaction that the student raters showed some ability to 
appropriately match profiles to jobs, while working raters showed less 
evidence of profile-job congruence. If this is the case, it is pos­
sible that bias resulting from profile-job mismatches would be more 
apparent in the actual job situation than was the case in this study. 
Overall, however, the finding of interest is the lack of difference in 
ratings for differing age groups and for raters in differing employ­
ment situations.
CCNCLUSICNS
This study was designed to examine sources of bias in the 
assessment center rating process. Several potential sources of bias 
were considered: differing use of variables for ratees of different
sex, personality factors within the rater, and the effect of job 
information.
Overall the first set of hypotheses indicating that raters have 
different expectations of male and female ratees was supported in this 
study. Results suggest that for this sample raters did use variables 
differently depending on whether the ratee was male or female. Ap­
parently a contrast effect was operating and female ratees having male 
profiles were strongly preferred while females with female profiles 
were strongly rejected. This finding was supported by the results of 
regression analysis. The regression equations developed frcsn raters' 
perceptions of the most important variables for male and female ratees 
contained different variables. In the case of the female equation, 
the qualities leading to an acceptance decision ware ones which are
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high on the male profile. Overall, this study lends support to those 
contending that to be successful a woman needs to have stereotypically 
male characteristics.
A second set of hypotheses involved personality characteristics. 
It was hypothesized that attitudes toward women and cognitive com­
plexity would affect the rating process. However, little evidence was 
found to support this contention. Neither factor attained significance 
in any of the tests used. The cognitive complexity factor did ap­
proach significance but it appears that if it is operating at all, it 
is doing so in a very complex way which is difficult to detect and 
that it is not operating in the way hypothesized.
A final set of hypotheses was developed to suggest that raters 
will attempt to make use of job information in the rating process by 
matching sex of job, applicant sex, and sex of profile. However, 
there was little evidence that raters are influenced by information 
about the job in the selection decision. Paters did show a strong 
preference for the male job, giving higher ratings to candidates for 
that job than to the same candidates being considered for a female 
job. However, raters did not appear to make use either of ratee sex 
or of profile in assigning ratees to jobs. Instead, there is evidence 
that raters shared a common stereotype of what a good manager is like 
and that stereotype, having primarily male characteristics, is used 
in all jobs. To the extent that raters do this in the actual job 
setting, another source of bias is apparent. However, results from 
regression analysis suggest that raters may have been looking for 
characteristics which did not appear on either of the two profiles to 
fill the female job and, had a suitable profile been available, they
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might have been better able to accurately assign profiles to jobs. 
Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research
A key problem with any laboratory study is its generalizability 
into the work setting. Certainly, that caution applies to this study. 
While efforts were made to simulate the assessment center situation as 
closely as possible, a number of differences were present. First, 
raters ware asked to do only part of the full rating job, making the 
final rating. They did not see ratee performance or assign scores to 
variables. Thus, the situation was not fully realistic and un­
doubtedly some information which would have been available in the 
actual assessment situation was lost. In addition, of course, raters 
were aware of the artificial nature of the situation and may not have 
taken the task as seriously as raters in an actual assessment center 
would do.
Another difference from the actual situation involved level of 
training. While there was limited discussion on use and meaning of 
variables, it is apparent that the subjects in this study had far less 
training than raters actually working in assessment centers who typi­
cally receive several weeks of instruction. However, the "piece" of 
the assessment task they were asked to perform, combining ratings on 
variables to form a final rating, is not one where much training is 
typically given. Even granting that point, however, training was 
minimal. If stereotyping increases with ambiguity (Nieva & Gutek, 
1980; Riger & Galligan, 1980; Rose & Andiappan, 1978), then increased 
airbiguity resulting from lack of training may have served to increase 
bias beyond the level to be expected in the actual situation.
Another limitation arises from the use of students as raters.
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While previous research (Bernstein, Hakel & Harlan, 1975) and analysis 
of variance results in this study indicate that full time students and 
working students did not rate differently, and that there were no 
differences among younger and older raters, it is still apparent that 
subjects in this study may not be typical of raters in the actual job 
setting, if for no other reason than that they are actively continuing 
their education. Overall, while results from this study may be viewed 
as suggesting trends and patterns in the rating process, an important 
suggestion for future research is that they should be confirmed by 
research extending into the actual job situation. Results of the Swan 
et al. study of industrial buyers suggests both that different stereo­
types may be operating in the job setting and that methodology can be 
developed to examine those stereotypes in the field setting.
A second recommendation for future research is that further 
investigation is needed into how raters deal with problems of matching 
ratee sex, profile and job requirements. While this study found no 
evidence that raters attempt to match either profile or sex to the job 
(profile/job congruence and sex/job congruence), it may be possible 
that the limited number of profiles used may have prevented raters 
from demonstrating profile/job congruence. Similarly, there may be 
need for further investigation of the role of cognitive complexity in 
the rating process. Results were marginal but not consistent with the 
hypotheses of this study. Possibly, cognitive complexity is operating 
in seme manner not recognized in this study.
It is also apparent that this research needs to be extended into 
the actual job situation if for no other reason than to examine the 
consequences of the decision making process identified. This research
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provides no indication, for example, of the consequences to the or­
ganization of selecting primarily women with masculine characteristics 
and rejecting those with feminine characteristics. If as Klimoski and 
Strickland (1977) suggest, the assessment center is serving primarily 
as a vehicle for perpetuating management's stereotypes, it is likely 
that the women who are selected will be judged as successful in sub­
sequent ratings. In dealing with a criterion problem of this type, it 
is apparent that some criterion other than ratings would have to be 
developed to use in assessing the actual contribution of those who are 
selected to the organization.
Several findings may be of importance in further development of 
assessment centers. This research indicates that stereotypes are 
influencing the rating process and that they are reducing raters' 
ability to accurately match ratee profiles to jobs. Thus, for ex­
ample, women with masculine profiles are strongly preferred for all 
jobs, even those for which it appears that a ratee with a feminine 
profile would be better suited. Raters appear, on the basis of the 
regression equations, to be looking for different sets of characteris­
tics in wonen than in men. Assuming that use of these stereotypes 
does not serve a valid function in the selection process, future 
assessment center research will need to examine what can be done to 
eliminate them. Certainly rater training represents one avenue. Pos­
sibly job descriptions could identify more closely the characteristics 
desired for specific jobs. Raters could be trained on how to use such 
job descriptions in evaluating ratee profiles. If this is done, 
however, there would need to be changes in how assessment centers are 
designed and used. At present, they are primarily used as all-purpose
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selection devices and the assumption is made that candidates who are 
selected will be successful in any managerial job. If job descrip­
tions are used, it is apparent that assessment would have to be 
changed to make it specific to the job.
Alternatively, study could be undertaken to test the assumption 
that there is a universal set of managerial skills which will lead to 
success in any managerial job. To the extent that a set of universal 
characteristics can be identified, rater training would need to center 
on what characteristics to look for and that sex of ratee should not 
influence decisions. As was indicated previously, a drawback to this 
line of inquiry is the criterion problem: how is success to be judged. 
It is entirely possible that one set of characteristics may be related 
to success in terms of promotions and raises and some other set of 
characteristics to sane yet-to-be developed criterion of contribution 
to the organization.
A final set of recommendations from this research may be aimed at 
ratees, and especially at female ratees. This study suggests that 
wonen having female characteristics will not do well in the assessment 
center setting. If results from this study are replicated in the 
field setting, it appears that if these individuals would be well 
advised to adopt more masculine behaviors if they are interested in 
being promoted, at least in assessment centers as they are currently 
structured.
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APPENDIX I 




Attached arm four job descriptions for first level jobs in a 
large utility.
Please use the BEM INVENTORY attached to eacn on* to 
identify the characteristic* you feel would be important to 
success in each job.
93
JOB DESCRIPTION 1 ASSIGNMENT SUPERVISOR
This position is a lins job responsible for part of the 
assignment function in a large plant operation. This function 
includes the posting of information from engineering 
authorizations to assignment records and terminal record cards* 
the preparation of cable transfer sheets used by outside forces 
for cutover and cable rearrangementsf the assignment of held 
orders for engineering authorization, the preparation of 
assignment work orders for minor cable rearrangements, and the 
provision of information to outside forces for clearing cable 
troubles.
Assignment Supervisors determine the priority for the 
release of facilities for held applications and regrades and 
supervise the preparation of forms notifying the Commercial and 
Engineering departments of the status of no facility orders.
They also presurvey engineering jobs for pre-posting to 
records, supervise all cable transfers and cutovers in the 
district, maintain files on cases which have been appealed to the 
Public Service Commission and notify affected departments of the 
status of each.
Persons with this title normally supervise several Plant 
Assigners and Assignment Clerks for a total of six to eight 
subordinates. They are responsible for training and developing 
their subordinates and for the safety of their work groups. The 
work of the subordinates is clear-cut and measureable, and, as a 
result, feedback on the Assignment Supervisor*s performance is 
frequent and of a statistical nature.
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fcitrt I r w ilN T G K Y
(ibiow is a list or woros tnat couio ne usea to tiescnoe art 
irioiviaudii. i'iease lnoicate iri cnc space »ca«t to eacn wore tne
oegt'ee to wmen you Deiievo tnac t.ie woro ciescnoes a
oiiai'acterist ) c wmcn woula oe important to success in tne 
i.i.arwiai joo oucunea i-n tne jus oeseription wmcn is ottacnea.
use tne following scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never or al- Very rarely .i Rarely true Seme tires true Often true Very often Always or al-
M  never true true true rest always
1. Self-reliant 21 i Reliable 41. Warm
2. Yielding 22. Analytical _ _  42. Solemn
3. Helpful 23. Sympathetic _____ 43. Willing to take a stand
4. Defends own beliefs 24. Jealous 44. Tender
5. Cheerful _____ 25. Has leadership abilities _____  45. Friendly
6. Moody 26. Sensitive to needs of others _____  46. Aggressive
7. Independent 27. Truthful _____ 47. Gullible
8. Siy 2B. Milling to take risks _____ 48. Inefficient
9. Conscientious _ __  29. Understanding _____  49. Acts as a leader
10. Athletic 30. Secretive _____  50. Childlike
11. Affectionate 31. ffekes decisions easily _____ 51. Adaptaptable
12. Theatrical 32. Compassionate _____  52. Individualistic
13. Assertive 33. Sincere 53. Does not use harsh laraunn
14. Flatter-able 34. Self-sufficient _____ 54. Unsystematic
15. Happy 35. Eager to soothe hurt feelings _____ .55. Competitive
16. Strong personality 36. Conceited 56. Loves children
17. Loyal 37. Dominant _____  57. Tactful
18. Unpredictable 38. Soft spoken 58. Ambitious
19. Forceful 39. Likable 59. Gentle
2D. Feminine 40. Masculine 60. Conventional
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JOB DESCRIPTION S UNIT SUPERVISOR - COMMERCIAL
This position is a lins job responsible for supervising a 
rssidancs saction in a buslnass offica of tha utility. 
Rasponsibilitias includa tha suparvision of sarvica arrangamants 
for oustomars, custoaar inquirias and collection treatment, whan 
nacassary, for approaimataly SO,OSO accounts.
Unit Supervisors handle situations referred by Service 
Raprasantativas involving customer complaints and taka corrective 
action in a manner which maintains a good company image. They 
personally handle difficult account collection problems and 
approve vouchers for adjustments on both bills and uncollectable 
revenue.
Parsons in this job normally supervise five to seven Service 
Represent at i ves and are responsible for the training, 
development, and appraisal of these employees. They also conduct 
group meetings on business office performance, introduce new 
pract ices, and arrange weekly scheduling of work. Several Unit 
Supervisors report to a Manager who is responsible for all 
accounts handled in the business office. Feedback consists of 
data related to numerous customer service and collection indices 
which are compiled monthly.
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t ' t r t  l i w i l N T O K V
tieion is a l i s t  or w o r a s  t n a c  c o m a  o e ' u s e o  t o  o ' e s c n o e  ari 
lttci i v i a u a  i . P l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  in t n e  s p a c e  n e x t  t o  e a c n  w o r o  t n e
a e g t e e  t o  w m c n  y o u  o e i i e v e  triac t n e  w o r o  o e s c n  o e s  a
c n a r a c t e r i s t i c  w m c n  w o u l d  o e  i m p o r t a n t  t o  s u c c e s s  in t n e  
i.Mrtag«i’iai j o o  o n  m i n e d  in t n e  j u o  o e s c r i p t i o n  w m c n  is attacrteo.
U s e  t n e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never or al- Very rarely _i Rarely true Sane tires true Often true Very often Always or al­
most never true true true nose alwaystrue
_____  1. Self-reliant _____ 21 i Reliable
_____  2. Yielding 22. Analytical
3. Hplpful 23. Sympathetic
A. n=f«v)c own beliefs 24. Jealous
_____  5. Cheerful 25. Has leadership abilities
-----  6. Moody 26. Sensitive to needs of others
-----  7. Independent 27. Truthful
_____  8. Shy 28. Willing to take risks
_____  9. Conscientious 29. Understanding
_____ 10. Athletic 30. Secretive
_____ 11. Affectionate 31. Makes decisions easily
12. Thpntriral __  32. Compassionate
13. Assertive 33. Sincere
_____  14. Flatterable 34. Self-sufficient
15. Happy 35. Eager to soothe hurt feelings
16. Strong personality 36. Conceited
17. Inyal 37. Dominant
_____ 18. Unpredictable 38. Soft spoken
19. Forceful 39. Liknble
_____ 20. Feminine <0. Masculine
_ 41. Warm 
. 42. Solemn
. 43. Willing to take a stand 
. 44. Tender 
. 45. Friendly 
. 46. Aggressive 
.47. Gullible 
. 48. Inefficient 
. 49. Acts as a leader 
. 50. Childlike 
.51. Adaptaptable 
. 52. Individualistic 
. 53. Does not use harsh languagt 
. 54. Unsystematic 
.55. Competitive 
. 56. Loves children 





JOB DESCRIPTION 3 INSTALLATION SUPERVISOR
This position is a iins job responsible for the installation 
of small PBX* s, key equipment, private lines, radio and TV loops, 
and line, station, and residence services within an assigned area 
in the city. Installation Supervisors interpret service orders 
and make location visits to determine the time and materials 
required to complete installation work. These activities provide 
the Installation Supervisor with the information necessary for 
ordering supplies and establishing daily work schedules. They 
also review the completion rate of service orders, determine the 
reasons for missed orders, and appraise the need for overtime.
This position supervises approximately ten employees, 
including Installers and Repair personnel. The supervisor is 
responsible for the training and development of these employees 
and the periodic evaluation of their work performance. Other 
duties include conducting monthly safety discussions, maintaining 
employee attendance records, and making job site visits to 
observe the quantity and quality of production. Since numerous 
statistical measures are applied to the performance of this job 
on a regular basis, feedback is clear and frequent.
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fcitrt I I W u N T D k Y
tieaow as a l i s t  or w o r o s  t n a c  c o u a o  D «  u s e a  t o  o e s c n o e  a n  
i n o i v i a u a a .  i H e a s e  m o i c a t s  iri t n e  s p a c e  neiit t o  e a c h  w o r n  t n e
d e g r e e  t o  w m c n  y o u  o e i i e v e  triac t n e  w o r o  n e s c n o e s  a
c n a r a c c e r i s t i c  w m c n  w c m i a  oe i m p o r t a n t  t o  s u c c e s s  in t n e  
u.ariaci-.-riai j o o  our. .lanea in t n e  j u s  c e s c n p i i o n  w m c n  is a t t a c n e a .
U s e  t n e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never or al- Very rarely.i Rarely true Scrae times true Often true Very often Always or al­
most never tne true true rest alvays
_____  1. Self-reliant .21. Reliable 41. Warm
-----  2. Yielding 22. Analytical _____  42. Solemn
3. Helpful 23. Sympathetic _____ 43. Willing to take a :
-----  4. Defends cun beliefs 24. Jealous 44. Tender
5. Cheerful __  25. Has leadership abilities 45. Friendlv
-----  6. Moody 26. Sensitive to needs of others _____  46. Aggressive
-----  7. Independent 27. Truthful 47. Gullible
00 j 1 28. Willing to take risks 48. Inefficient
-----  9. Conscientious ____  29. Understanding _____  49. Acts as a leader
----- 10. Athletic 30. Secretive _____ 50. Childlike
11. Affectionate 31. Makes decisions easily _____ 51. Adaptaptable
----- 12. Theatrical 32. Compassionate _____  52. Individualistic
13. Assertive 33. Sincere 53. Does not use harsh
_____  14. Flatterable 34. Self-sufficient 54. Unsvstematic
15. Happy 35. Eager to soothe hurt feelings _____ 55. Ccmpetitive
-----  16. Strong personality 36. Conceited 56. Loves children
-----  17. Loyal _____ 37. DamirBnt 57. Tactful
18. Unpredictable 38. Soft spoken 58. Ambitious
----- 19. Forceful 39. Likable 59. Gentle
-----  20. Feminine 40. Masculine 60. Conventional
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JOB DESCRIPTION 4 WORD PROCESSING SUPERVISOR
This position fuparviiM a word processing group of ten to 
fifteen subordinates. The group is responsible for typing and 
transcription support for one or more departments within a 
headquarters operation. The supervisor plans and directs the 
activities of employees who type materials from previously 
typewritten or handwritten copy. They also type from dictation 
and may use document storage devices.
The Word Processing Supervisor is responsible for training 
and development of subordinates. Other supervisory activities 
include setting performance standards, evaluating and appraising 
' job performance, and handling employee problems. The supervisor 
maintains a working relationship with users by participating in 
presentations to perspective users and consulting with users to 
determine requirements, expectations, and priorities.
The development and/or revision of procedures and training 
materials is another function of the Word Processing Supervisor’s 
position. Additional responsibilities include the monitoring of 
production results, implementat ion of work measurement plans, and 
insuring appropriate use of equipment and supplies. Feedback is 
clear and available on a monthly basis.
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btrt Ii m v u i mTCjK h'
t < e l  o n  is a l i s t  o r  w o r o s  m a c  coijio oe ’ u s e o  t o  ciescrioe a n  
inn 1 v i a u a i . P l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  in t n e  spacce nelit t o  o a c n  w o r n  t n e
oegt e e  t o  w m c n  y o u  D e i i e v e  triac t.ie w o r o  ciescri o e s  a
c n a r a c t e r i s t i c  wniert w e u i o  oe i m p o r t a n t  t o  success. in trie 
i.unaj.;,'iai joci O M c n n e o  in tut? j o o  d e s c r i p t i o n  w m c n  is a c t a c n e a .
u s e  t n e  f o l l o w i n g  s c a l e :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never or al- Very rarely _i Rarely true Sometimes true Often true Very often Alueys or eil—
true true most altaysmost never true true true
. 1. Self-reliant 
. 2. Yielding 
. 3. Helpful 
. 4. Defends own beliefs 
. 5. Cheerful 
. 6. Moody 
. 7. Independent 
. 8. Siy
. 9. Conscientious 
. 10. Athletic 
.11. Affectionate 
. 12. Theatrical 
. 13. Assertive 
.14. Flatterable 
. 15. Happy
. 16. Strong personality 
. 17. Loyal 
. 18. Uhpredictable 






25. Has leadership abilities
26. Sensitive to needs of others
27. Truthful
28. Willing to take risks
29. Understanding
30. Secretive












. 43. Willing to take a stand 
. 44. Tender 
_ 45. Friendly 
. 46. Aggressive 
. 47. Gullible 
. 48. Inefficient 
. 49. Acts as a leader 
.50. Childlike 
. 51. Adaptaptable 
. 52. Individualistic 
. 53. Does not use harsh languagt 
. 54. Unsystematic
55. Ccnpetitive 
. 56. Loves children 






You have listed tha personal characteristics which you faal 
would ba idaal for aach of tha four managerial joba you hava 
examined. Howavsr, idaal conditiona do not alwaya axiat.
Now, plaaaa aaauma that you ara a managar who haa baan asked 
to placa real individuala in tha joba. You hava baan given tha 
four job profilea which ara attached. They ara profilea 
outlining tha atrong and weak points of four candidataa for tha 
jobs. Tha atrong and weak points ware gotten by observation of 
tha candidates’ performance during a seriaa of managerial testa 
and axarciaas. For each job, plaaaa RANK ORDER tha four 
candidates, listing tha bast candidate for tha job first, tha 
next bast second, and so on, in tha spaces belowi
Bast Next Beat 3rd 4th
Candidate Candidate Candidate Candidate
JOB li Assignment 
Supervisor
JOB Si Unit Supervisor 
Commercial
JOB 3i Installation 
Supervisor




MANAGEMENT VARIABLES SHEET n a m e .
CODE NUMBER.
STAFF MEMBER_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   TITLE_____
BATE   * •
MANAGEMENT VARIABLE? LOW BELOWAVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE NIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE s '
2 ORAL COIMUHICATION SKILL
J M I T T E N  COIOIUHICATION SKILL s '
N FORCEFULNESS
l s




9 NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS i /
.0 NEEO APPROVAL OF PEERS
s '
II INNER WORK STANDARDS s '
12 M A NOERUL IDENTIFICATION
t s
II RESISTANCE t o  s t r e s s
S ^
IN RANCE OF INTERESTS s '
IS ENERGY ( S '
It O M A N I  EINC A PLANNING s '
IT DECISION MAKING i S
IB LEADERSHIP SKILL s '
OVERALL EVALUATION:
1. MORE THAN ACCEPTABLE
2. ACCEPTABLE_______
J. q u e s t i o n a b l e _ _ _ _ _ _
N . N O T A C C F PT A N I F
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P̂ dFjLE. 2_ PAP-1(1-77)
PERSONNEL ASSESSMENT PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT VIEI ABIES SHEET NAME.
CODE NUMBER.
STAFF MEMBER_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   TITLE_ _____
DATE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  *  ‘
8EL0N






NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS





ORGANIZING t PLANNING 
DECISION MAKING
l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l
o v e r a l l  EVALUATION:
I. MORE THAN ACCEPTABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
J. ACCEPTABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _______
3. QUESTIONABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  '/■ .
N. NOT ACCEPTABLE_____________
PERSONNEL ASSESSMENT PROGRAM
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES SHEET NAME
CODE HUMBER
STAFF MEMBER_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _   TITLE_ _ _ _ _ _
0 A T E _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  * »
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES LOM BELOWAVERAGE AVERAGE
ABOVE
AVERAGE NIOH
1 SCHOLASTIC AFT 1 TUBE s '
2 ORAL COMMUNICATION SXILL S '
3 WRITTEN COIMUNICATION SKILL
4 FORCEFULNESS s '
S LIABILITY t /
s PERCEPTION
S ^
7 SELF OBJECTIVITY s '
8 ADAPTABILITY S '
9 NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS s '
10 NEED APPROVAL OF PEERS
II INNER WORK STANDARDS s '
12 MINGERIAL IDENTIFICATION s '
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS I s
l« RANGE OF INTERESTS i /
15 ENERGY
s '
18 ORGANIZING A P U NNING s '
17 DECISION HAVING s ' ..... /  .
IB l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l S
OVERALL EVALUATION:
1. MORE THAN ACCEFTABLE
2. ACCEFTABLE_______
3. QUESTIONABLE_ _ _ _ _ _
4. NOT ACCEFTABLE____
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' P e o p l e
PERSONNEL ASSESSMENT PROGRAM





AVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE HIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC AFTITUDE
3 ORAL COIWUHICATIOR SIILL s
1 FRITTER COHNUNICATION SKILL S





t REEO AFFROVAL OF SUFERIORS t S
10 REED AFFROVAL OF FEERS ( S
II INFER FORB STANDARDS
13 MANGERIAl IDENTIFICATION \ /
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS S
IN RANGE OF INTERESTS s
IS ENERGY 1/
IS ORGANIZING A f l a n n i n g S
IT d e c i s i o n  h a r i n g S
It l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l s
OVERALL EVALUATION:




c MANAGEMENT VtAlitl.ES SHEET






Notci PIcase complete AFTER all other work ie completed and DO 
NOT change any of the answer* you have made previously.
AGE i --------
Male Female
WORKING --------- NOT WORKING ----- -—
If Workingi
MANAGEMENT --------- NON-MANAGEMENT ---------
Please look back at the four profiles. They are numbered 1,2,3, 
and 4.
For each, answer the followingi
PROFILE li I would guess that a candidate with these 
characteristics 1st
Male Female
How certain are you?
0-25% Certain 26-50% Certain 51-75% Certain 76-100% Certain








I Mould guess that a candidate with tha 
characteristics isi
Male Female
How certain are you?
26-50% Certain 51-75% Certain 76-100% Certain
I would guess that a candidate with these 
characteristics isi
Male Female
How certain are you?
26-50% Certain 51-75% Certain 76-100% Certain
I would guess that a candidate with these 
characteristics iss
Male Female
How certain are you?
26-50% Certain 51-75% Certain 76-100% Certain
APPENDIX I I  




Attached are two job descriptions for first level jobs in a 
large utility.
Please use the BEM INVENTORY attached to each one to 
identify the charactenstics you feel would be important to 
success in each job.
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JOB DESCRIPTION 1 INSTALLATION SUPERVISOR
This position is a line 30b responsible for the installation 
of small PBX's, key equipment, private lines, radio and TV loops, 
and line, station, and residence services within an assigned area 
in the city. Installation Supervisors interpret service orders 
and make location visits to determine the time and materials 
required to complete installation work. These activities provide 
the Installation Supervisor with the information necessary for 
ordering supplies and establishing daily work schedules. They 
also review the completion rate of service orders, determine the 
reasons for missed orders, and appraise the need for overtime.
This position supervises approximately ten employees, 
including Installers and Repair personnel. The supervisor is 
responsible for the training and development of these employees 
and the periodic evaluation of their work performance. Other 
duties include conducting monthly safety discussions, maintaining 
employee attendance records, and making 30b site visits to 
observe the quantity and quality of production. Since numerous 
statistical measures are applied to the performance of this 30b 
on a regular basis, feedback is clear and frequent.
Ill
t ' f c l l  I l M V i l l V T O K f
tieiow is a list or woros mat couio ne'useo to ciesci-ioe an 
moiviouai. Please inaicate in cnt? soacoe ne«t to encn woro tne
a e g i  e e  to wmcn you D e l  leve mat t n e  worno oescrioes a
maracteristie wmcn wouia oe important to success in tne 
u-anaoui'iai joo onti ineo iti trie jua oescription wmcn is attacneo. 
use tne following scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never or al- Very rarely.; Rarely true Seme tires true Often true Very often Alleys or al­
most npvpr true true true E S S  2^vaystrue
. 1. Self-reliant 
. 2. Yielding 
. 3. Helpful
- 4. Defends own beliefs 
. 5. Cheerful
. 6. Moody
- 7. Independent 
. 8. Shy
. 9. Conscientious 
.10. Athletic 
.11. Affectionate 
. 12. Theatrical 
. 13. Assertive 
. 14. Flatterable 
. 15. Happy
. 16. Strong personality 
. 17. Loyal 
. 18. Unpredictable 






25. H a s  leadership abilities
26. Sensitive to needs of others
27. Truthful
2B. Willing to take risks
29. Understanding
30. Secretive










_ 41. Warm 
_ 42. Solemn
_ 43. Willing to take a stand 
_ 44. Tender 
_ 45. Friendly 
.46. Aggressive 
.47. Gullible 
. 48. Inefficient 
. 49. Acts as a leader 
.50. Childlike 
.51. Adaptaptable 
. 52. Individualistic 
_53. Does not use harsh languagt 
. 54. Unsystematic 
55. Canpetitive 
. 56. Loves children 
. 57. Tactful 
. 58. Ambitious 
. 59. Gentle 
. 60. Conventional
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JOB DESCRIPTION 2 WORD PROCESSING SUPERVISOR
Thia position supervises a word proceaeing group of ten to 
fifteen aubordinatea. The group ia reaponaible for typing and 
tranacription support for one or more departments within a 
headquarters operation. The supervisor plana and directa the 
activities of employees who type materials from previously 
typewritten or handwritten copy. They also type from dictation 
and may use document storage devices.
The Word Processing Supervisor is responsible for training 
and development of subordinates. Other supervisory activities 
include setting performance standards, evaluating and appraising 
job performance, and handling employee problems. The supervisor 
maintains a working relationship with users by participating in 
presentations to perspective users and consulting with users to 
determine requirements, expectations, and priorities.
The development and/or revision of procedures and training 
materials ia another function of the Word Processing Supervisor's 
position. Additional responsibilities include the monitoring of 
production results, implementation of work measurement plana, and 
insuring appropriate use of equipment and supplies. Feedback is 
clear and available on a monthly basis.
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iieiow is a list or w o r o s  m a t  c o u i o  d ® ' u s e o  t o  tiescri oe ari 
lrioiviauai. i'iease i n o i c a t e  iri t n o  s p a c e  neiit t o  e a c n  wor-o t n e
a e g r e e  t o  w m c n  y o u  o e i i e v e  t n a c  t n e  w o r d  a e s c n o e s  a
c n a r a c t e n s t J C  w m c n  w o u i o  De i m p o r t a n t  t o  s u c c e s s  in t n e  
i,i.anaoK'.'iai j o o  o n t u n e n  i-n t u n  j u s  o e s c r i p u o n  w m c n  is a t t a c n e a .
use tne following scale:
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Never or al- Very rarely.; Rarely true Sometimes true Often true Very often Always or al-
1. Self-reliant 21- Reliable _____ 41. Warm
2. Yielding 22. Analytical _____  42. Solemn
3. Helpful 23. Sympathetic _____ 43. Willing to take a stand
4. Defends own beliefs 24. Jealous 44. Tender
5. Cheerful _____  25. Has leadership abilities 45. FViendlv
6. Moody _____  26. Sensitive to needs of others 46. Aeeressive
7. Independent 27. Truthful 47. Gullible
8. Shy _____  28. Willing to take risks _____ 48. Inefficient
9. Conscientious _____  29. Understanding 49. Acts as a leader
10. Athletic 30. Secretive _____ 50. Childlike
11. Affectionate 31. Makes decisions easily _____ 51. Adaptaptable
12. Theatrical 32. Compassionate _ _ _ _  52. Individualistic
13. Assertive _____  33. Sincere _____  53. Does not use harsh languagf
14. Flatter-able 34. Self-sufficient 54. Unsystematic
15. Happy _____  35. Eager to soothe hurt feelings _____ 55. Competitive
16. Strong personality 36. Conceited _____ 56. Loves children
17. Loyal _____  37. Dominant _____  57. Tactful
18. Unpredictable 38. Soft spoken _____  58. Ambitious
19. Forceful 39. Liknble 59. Gentle
20. Feminine 10. Masculine 60. Conventional
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CANDIDATE PROFILES
You Pave listed the personal characteristics which you feel 
would be iaeal for each of the managerial jobs you have ex­
amined. However, ideal conditions do not always exist.
Now, please assume that you are a manager who has been asked 
to place real individuals in the jobs. You have been given the 
two job orofiles which are attached. They are profiles
outlining the strong and weak points of two candidates for the 
jobs. The strong and weak points were gotten by observation of 
the candidates’ performance during a series of managerial tests 
and exercises. For each job, please determine wnich of the two 
candidates would be better suited for each of the two jobs. If 
you feel that one of the candidates would be best in both of the 
jobs, you may indicate that. If one candioate would be better 
for one of the jobs and the other for the other, you may indicate 
that, as well. Use the spaces below:
Best Candidate 
JOB l: Installation Supervisor --------








TITLE_ _ _ _ _
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES LOW
BELOW
AVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE HIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE l /
2 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILL IS
3 WRITTEN COMUMICATI0N SKILL




8 a d a p t a b i l i t y
U '
9 HEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS l /
10 HEED APPROVAL OF PEERS uS
If INNER WORK STANDARDS \S
12 MANGERIAL IDENTIFICATION tS*
13 RESISTANCE t o  s t r e s s
to RANGE OF INTERESTS i/
IS ENERGY 1/
16 ORGANIZING A PLANNING /'
17 DECISION HAKIHG
18 l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l t/'
o v e r a l l  e v a l u a t i o n :
1. MORE THAN ACCEPTABLE
2. ACCEPTABLE_______




MANAGEMENT VARIABLES SHEET N A M E _____
CODE NUMBER
STAFF MEMBER — - . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ — _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  TITLE
D ATE *  *
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES LOW
BELOW
AVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE HIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUOE
2 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILL






9 j NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS
10 j NEED APPROVAL QF PEERS
II INNER WORK STANDARDS
12 MANGERIAL IDENTIFICATION
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS
U RANGE OF INTERESTS
*5 ENERGY
16 ORGANIZING A PLANNING
17 DECISION MAKING
IB l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l I*'"
OVERALL EVALUATION:
1. MORE THAN ACCEPTAB LE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
2. ACCEPTABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
3. QUESTIONABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
1. NOT ACCEPTABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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INFORMATION SHEET
Note: Please complete AFTER all other work is completed and DO
NOT change any of the answers you have made previously.
AGE:--------
Male Ferna 1 e
SEX:-------- ------
WORKING -------  NOT WORKING ------
If Working:
MANAGEMENT -------  NON-MANAGEMENT -------
Please look oack at the two profiles, numbered 1 and £, respect ively.
For each, answer the following:
PROFILE 1: I would guess that a candidate with thesecharacteristics is: Male Female
How certain are you?
0-£5% Certain £6-50% Certain 51-75% Certain 76—100% Certain
PROFILE £: I would guess that a candidate witn thesecharacteristics is: Male Female
How certain are you?
0-£5% Certain £6-50% Certain 51-75% Certain 76-108% Certain
APPENDIX III 
TRAINING MATERIALS USED IN THE STUDY
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OVERVIEW QF ASSESSMENT CENTER PROCEDURES 
In this study, you will be asked to take on the role of an 
assessor at an assessment center used by a large company to consider 
the qualifications of nanmanagement candidates for first level manage­
ment jobs. You should assume that the company has a policy of promo­
ting from within —  non-management employees are considered for 
openings in first level management jobs before outsiders are con­
sidered.
Since management duties are considerably different from nan­
management skills, the company uses an assessment center as one way of 
determining whether non-management employees have potential to advance 
into management.
CENTER OPERATIONS 
Basically, the assessment center operates as follows:
- Non-management employees considered by their supervisors to have 
potential for management are scheduled to attend the center.
- Recommended non-management ratees are scheduled to attend the center 
in groups of six. Each group of six is observed by several manage­
ment observers. You are one of those observers.
- The ratees attend the center for two days. During this time, they 
participate in a series of exercises. Their performance is observed 
by the observers.
- The most important exercises are:
- A "town meeting" problem, where each ratee has a project which is 
being considered by the town. The ratee is to describe the 
project and attempt to get others to support it.
- An interview covering the ratee's work history, interests, and 
goals.
- An in-basket problem, where each ratee is given a typical "in 
basket", such as a manager might have on return from vacation. A
120
number of items require consideration and possible action. The 
ratee decides how to handle each situation
- A manufacturing problem, where ratees are asked to set up a small 
"catpany" to manufacture toys for sale under a variety of simu­
lated economic conditions.
- paper and pencil tests, including a scholastic aptitude test 
(similar to an IQ test) and a "Q-SORT" test of self-objectivity.
- As ratees attend the session, raters observe their performance and 
use their observations for coming up with overall ratings of 18 
"dimensions of performance" which the company has found can be 
important for success in a managerial job. (See the attached rating 
form for a list of dimensions.) It is important to note that the 
final rating in any one dimension, such as leadership, is based on 
observations of a candidate's performance in all exercises. Thus, 
the ratee has an opportunity to display leadership in several exer­
cises including the "town meeting" and the "manufacturing problem." 
The final rating is based on all exercises.
- Finally, it is necessary to make a final judgment about which ratees 
should be promoted. Naturally, very few individuals receive high 
ratings in all 18 dimensions, so judgment is required to decide 
which candidates are most likely to do well in a management job. 
Generally raters expect that, since people are different, a range of 
ratings, from more than acceptable for promotion to not acceptable 
for promotion, will be given. While, in rare cases, all candidates 
may be acceptable for promotion, this is not typical. Your recom­
mendation will be an important factor —  though by no means the only 
one —  in determining the prcmotability of the candidate you rate.
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FOREWARD
On the following pages are descriptions of the Manage­
ment Variables which provide a framework for evaluating 
individuals by means of an assessment technique approach.
These variables are to be considered as discrete items and each 
one is rated on the quantity or degree of the quality, trait, 
or skill displayed by the assessee.
The rating is on a scale extended from "low" through 
"average" to "high." A rating of "low" or "below average" 
means that the quality, trait, or skill considered is lack­
ing; a rating of "above average" or "high" means that the 
quality, trait, or skill is evidenced to an unusual degree. A 
rating of "low" in a given variable is not necessarily bad, nor 
is a rating of "high" necessarily good —  the variable ratings 
are not value judgements in this sense, but are rather measure­




How does this individual compare to other individuals in 
his/her ability to learn new things?
Discussion:
As used in the Assessment Center, Scholastic Aptitude is 
a measure of the facility with which the individual can acquire 
and retain knowledge (as differentiated from manual skills).
Source:
The SCAT score is the sole determinant of the rating on 
this variable. This assessment program uses norms (or standards) 
for the SCAT which are based upon the range of scores obtained 




To what extent can this individual effectively present an 
oral report to a small conference group?
Discussion:
The aspect of oral communications to be considered here 
is speaking to a small group, not a one-to-one interview situation 
or informal discussions with other candidates. The idea is to 
determine how effectively a candidate can get up in front of 
a small group of people and present a topic that he/she has prepared.
The specific concern in the oral presentation is the style 
of the talk rather than the content. A poor idea, for example, 
expressed extremely well would warrant a high rating on this dimension. 
The primary focus of attention should be actual verbal behavior - 
the use of an introduction to the topic, the method and style 
of presentation, the organization of ideas in the development of 
his/her case, the use of a summary or conclusion to the presentation, 
and the quality of the individual's speaking voice (for example, 
voice inflection, tone, volume).
The secondary focus of observer attention should be non­
verbal behavior, such as the use of hand gestures, notes, eye 
contact, the appearance of nervousness. Such behavior should 




This variable is measured based on the five minute oral pre­
sentation that is part of the Promotion Problem. It is not measured 
based on behavior coming out of any other exercise.
Written Communication Skill
Definition;
To what extent can this individual effectively express 
his/her ideas in writing?
Discuss ion:
The criterion for rating this variable is style rather than 
content, although an interesting idea would be a plus if well 
developed. The major factors to be considered are organisation, 
continuity and readability. The written piece should be clearly 
worded, not ramble, and should effectively convey a message.
There should be an introduction and a summary or conclusion.
The minor factors to be considered in rating Written Commun:- 
cation are the technical details: length, appearance, spelling,
grammar, and use of words. These details should be included 
in rating decisions when their presence clearly detracts :rom 
•the quality of the product. For example, if the punctuat .on 
is so faulty that the continuity of the written product i; lost, 
this would negatively affect the rating. Assessment staffs rarefy 
include grammarians; therefore, care must be taken to ens ire 
that these techniques do not have a major influence in raring 
this variable.
If the candidate writes something that has a few mis;pellin:s 
or a couple of awkward sentences, yet gets across some very good 




To what extent does this individual make an impact on others? 
Discuss ion:
This variable is rated based on the observers' impressions 
of the impact the candidate makes on other people. Forcefulness 
does not necessarily mean dominance or aggressiveness, since 
some candidates will make a strong impact on other people in 
a quieter or more subtle way.
The major question to answer in rating this variable is 
"Are the .thoughts, ideas, opinions, etc. expressed by this candidate 
recognized and considered by the other group members?"
Considerations such as the pugnacity or loudness of the 
individual, the quality of the idea or statement, or whether 
the contribution is accepted or acted upon by the other members 
are not the bases for arriving at an evaluation of forcefulness.
A candidate whose decisions are good but who is ignored by the 
other group members would be rated low on forcefulness while 
the candidate, talking about Saturday's ballgame, who has every­
one's attention would be rated higher.
S o u r c e :
The Promotion Problem and the Manufacturing Problem are 
good sources of information on this variable in terms of impact 
observed during the problems. The peer rankings at the end of
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the problems may provide a clue to the forcefulness of less aggressive 
participants in particular - a very high ranking for this type 
of person may indicate impact.
The Personal and In-Basket interviews are also important 
in terms of the impact which the candidate makes on the interviewer.
Likeabilitv
Definition:
How likeable do you find this individual?
Discussion:
This variable calls for an individual response from each membe 
of the staff. Likeability, as Forcefulness, involves impact 
on others, but, unlike Forcefulness, it involves likeable impact 
on assessors and is based on gut reaction. It is not a reflection 
of how the assessor may think the group members liked the candidate 
Obviously this is the most subjective measurement in the 
whole program, yet it is predictive. Each staff member has idio­
syncratic and personal feelings of like and dislike. If there 
is a consensus on a low Likeability rating (or on a high one), 
chances are that a considerable number of other people would 
react similarly.
Another function of this variable is as a way of expressing 
personal biases. It is crucial that assessors be objective in 
the measurement of every other variable, and the opportunity 
to express a strong reaction in this way should enable assessors 
to evaluate behaviors more accurately.
S o u r c e :




To what extent can this individual perceive subtle cues 
in the behavior of others toward him/her?
Discuss ion
The trait being measured here is the candidate's ability 
to size up other people or to size up whether his/her own behavior 
is appropriate. A person who is very sensitive to others, so 
that he/she notes and correctly interprets a slight change in 
voice inflection, would rate high in perception. One who is 
astonished when an enraged companion knocks him down, and wonders 
what that was all about, is low in perception.
This is one of the more difficult variables to pinpoint 
because it is often difficult to understand why someone else 
behaves the way he/she does. A valid judgement calls for a high 
degree of awareness on the part of the observer. In order to 
infeir the candidate's degree of awareness of the "social cues" 
from other group members, the assessor must also be cognizant 
of them.
There must be some behavior taking place in order to measure 
perception, but care must be taken not to confuse it with Adapt­
ability. A candidate may indicate in some way that he/she is 
perceiving cues from others, and, as a result, may or may not 
change his/her behavior toward them, whether the candidate adapts
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his/her behavior is not relevant to this variable. The perception 
itsel£ is the dimension, not what the candidate does as a result 
of the awareness. If, for example, the observer subtly suggests 
closing the interview with a statement such as, "Well, that seems 
to just about cover it," and the candidate continues to talk, 
the assessor must ask him or herself a question. Is the candidate 
not aware of the cue or did he/she simply choosu to ignore it?
Source:
The group problems are good sources of information on Percep­
tion. The participant questionnaires may provide clues. For 
example, a candidate may appear to be rather dense along this 
dimension during the problem. On the questionnaire, however, 
he/she may indicate that "Blue kept trying to maneuver others, 
including me, but I didn't like what he was doing." This candidate 
has some awareness. At times, a clever joke which summarizes 
what has been going on or a non-verbal expression may indicate 
some awareness of the situation. Conversely, an individual who 
gives no indication of the group dynamics during the exercise 
or on the questionnaire is probably low in perception.
The In-Basket interview is also a prime source of data if 
the interviewer can, in a non-directive manner, induce the candidate 
to verbalize his/her impressions of the central characters in 
the new organization. Vague or generalized conceptions nay call 




To what extent can this individual, when motivated, modify
his/her behavior to reach a goal?
Discussion:
This variable requires somewhat more people-oriented skills 
than problem-oriented skills in that the candidate, to be rated 
high, must gear his/her approach to the particular situation 
and to individuals in the group. In the Promotion Problem, for 
example, the candidate may see that one group.member is aggres­
sive and another is reticent about "selling" his/her subordinate 
for promotion. If the candidate uses different approaches with 
these two members in order to present his/her own subordinate, 
then some adapability is being demonstrated. This approach could 
be called "different strokes for different folks."
Another aspect of this versatility is the ability, when
working in a group, to assume a variety of roles or functions
(initiating, supporting, challenging, etc.) as needed to keep 
the group working toward its goal. An individual who functions 
effectively as either mainspring or cog, initiator or supporter, 
etc., displays a high measure of adaptability within this frame 
of reference. A rating of low may indicate failure to adapt,
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i.e., inflexibility or adaptation which is inappropriate to the 
situation and does not meet changing circumstances effectively.
For example, a candidate who sticks uncompromisingly to his/her 
subordinate as number one for promotion, even after the majority 
ranks the subordinate as fifth, is demonstrating some rigidity.
This will be particulary true if this behavior toward the end 
of the problem is counter-productive ir. terms of the group goal.
The Manufacturing Problem is another excellent opportunity 
for this trait to be observed in that there are many roles to 
be assumed in order to get the job done. If a candidate is able 
to swing effectively into different roles or in different direc­
tions - to move from taking inventory to help a.group member 
who is having difficulty or to stop being bookkeeper to help build 
products, etc. - as the situation demands then some flexibility 
is being demonstrated. Also to be considered is how an individual 
gets into a particular role - was it assigned or did the individual 
initiate his/her own function after recognizing a need.
A question which sometimes arises is: "Can't a person go
to the opposite extreme and be so flexible that he/she becomes 
wishy-washy?" While this individual may change a lot of state­
ments, it could be that his/her basic behavior is one of agreement 
with any and everyone. This becomes a single pattern of behavior 
rather than alternating patterns when dealing with different 
people and in different situations. In exhibiting such a "yes"
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man approach, an individual would be low in adaptability.
Source;
The group problems and the In-3asket are rich sources of 
data for evaluating this variable.
In a very real sense, however, the entire assessment process 
requires many role changes from the individual. Re/she is asked 
to be a supervisor and promote a subordinate; to be an executive 
in a toy manufacturing company; to write a composition; to be 
a supervisor and handle administrative matters, etc. Assessors 
should look for whether the candidate has difficulty adapting 
to these different roles as input to this variable rating. For 
example, an individual who in the In-Basket interview continually 
refers to "my" department in explaining why certain matters were 
handled in a given manner may be demonstrating an inability to 




To what extent does this individual realize his/her own 
assets and liabilities?
Discussion:
This variable looks at the degree of awareness an individual 
has of his/her strengths and weaknesses as compared to the opinion 
formed by the assessors. A person whose self-image is very 
much like the staff sees him would be high in self-objectivity. 
Conversely, an individual whose self-image differs in a number 
of significant aspects from the image formed by the assessors 
would be low in this variable.
Source:
The Q-Sort is the prime source of data on self-objectivity.
This exercise is used to obtain self-descriptive information 
about the candidate which can be compared with observed behavior.
There is a tendency for candidates to avoid self-references
in tne Q-Sort that they feel would be detrimental to the assessment
outcome. For example, placing the statement "I like to make decisio s"
in tie "least like" envelope would seem to represent a supervisory
handicap. Consequently, the candidate may use a number of state­
ments that could describe anybody but really zero in on one or 
two :hat accurately or inaccurately describe himself/herself. That' • 
er.ou ;h for you to reach a decision.
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In terras of the group problems, self-objectivity couLl be 
reflected in the similarity or difference between the candidate's 
self rating and ranking and the rating assigned him/her by the 
assessors and peers. If the staff felt the person was ineffective, 
and the candidate felt he was effective, this would be a minus.
The In-Basket and Personal interviews also provide opportunities 
to gather data on this variable. For example, if the interviewer 
asks "how effective do you feel you would be as a public speaker" 
and the candidate says he/she would be excellent and then later 
stammers his/her way through the oral presentation, the assessor 
may question the candidate's self-objectivity and tie this into 
the overall rating on this dimension.
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Need Approval of Superiors
Definition:
To what extent does this individual have a need to have 
his/her behavior approved of by those he/she preceives as superiors?
Discuss ion;
"Superiors" refers to all persons seen by the candidate 
as authority figures, but particularly refers to persons occupying 
superior positions in the organizational hierarchy - the boss 
for example. In the assessment center, the assessors may be 
viewed in this superior role.
"Need" refers to an emotional need, the gratification of 
which'constitutes a major driving force in the candidate's make­
up. A person who is high in this need would probably have difficulty 
making a decision or taking action unless it would please the 
boss or unless it were cleared with the boss first. For example, 
a candidate who postpones making a number of decisions in the 
In-Basket until these matters can be discussed with the district 
manager would be evidencing a heavy dependency on superiors.
A candidate very low on Need Approval of Superiors would feel 
free to make decisions independently, without caring what a superior 
would think. He/she would probably not feel bound to abide by 
the rules and might have some resentment of authority - certainly 
not too much respect for it. At times, the need for superior 
approval may be deceptive: that is, a candidate may come from
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a work environment where the only way to operate is to first 
check with the boss. The assessor must try to determine whether 
a candidate has simply been trained to interact with superiors 
in this way or actually has an internal need for that approval.
This is one of only two variables that is not rated on a 
linear scale. High means very dependent, while low means very 
independent. A balance between the two would be the optimal 
rating. Thus, average would indicate a person who would rely 
on the boss at times and would speak his mind at other times.
Source:
The In-Basket and the interviews provide opportunities to 
observe this variable since the candidate is dealing directly 
and indirectly with authority figures. In the interview situations, 
a candidate who looks to the interviewer for direction at every 
turn, gives answers that he/she thinks will please the assessor 
or make the assessor like him/her, and switches patterns of con­
versation at the slightest hint may be indicating a need for superior 
approval. A candidate who takes part in directing the interview 
and pays less attention to the interviewer as a superior than 
as a source of information would be lower in terms of need.
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Need Approval of Peers
Definition:
To what extent does this individual have a need to have 
his/her behavior approved of by those he/she views as peers?
Discussion:
For our purpose we will enlarge on the usual definition 
of the term "peers" to include all persons not seen by the candidate 
as persons in authority over him/her. Specifically, "peers" 
refers not only to persons at the candidate's own level in the 
hierarchy, but persons at subordinate levels as well.
Once again, the term "need" is to be understood as denoting 
an emotional need, the gratification of which constitutes a major 
driving force in the candidate's make-up.
This variable is a measure of an individual's need to be 
liked by others and be "part of the group." It is important 
because a successful candidate will have to make the transition 
from craft to management. He/she will have to issue directions 
and feedback bad as well as good performance evaluations. The 
individual will have to become a superior and will no longer 
be able to be "one of the group."
A candidate balanced on this dimension will challenge the ideas 
of others at times, rely on other members for help at other times, 
respond in an unthreatened manner to criticism, and be willing 
to compromise if it becomes necessary or appropriate. As is
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true in need for superior approval, the middle of the scale 
is the optimal rating. A candidate with a high need for peer 
approval may, in the Promotion Problem, not challenge the ranking 
another candidate assigns to either's subordinate. This dependent 
individual may become disturbed or upset when his/her opinions 
are challenged or ignored. Conversely, an individual with a 
low need for approval may ignore or constantly challenge the 
arguments of other group members. This independent candidate 
would be indifferent to the snubs by others and simply not care 
whether or not they like him/her.
Source:
Need Approval of Peers can best be observed during the group 
exercises. Sometimes the participant rating forms provide additional 
input. For example, if the observers rated most group members 
high and a candidate rates most of the group members low, this 
might be a clue to a low approval need. Conversely, if the staff 
rates most of the group low, and a candidate ranks them high, 
refusing to differentiate between the contributions of the members, 
this might be a clue to a high approval need. One consequence 
of such a high need could be difficulty evaluating subordinates 
if this candidate were to become a supervisor.
The In-Basket also provides input to rating this variable.
An individual who sees no serious problems with the first level
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supervisors in the organization or who postpones decisions on 
many items until discussions with subordinates can be held may 
be indicating a high peer/subordinate approval need.
At the opposite end of the scale, an individual who plans 
rather harsh corrective action for several direct or indirect 
subordinates or who issues a series of directives to the first 
level supervisors without any discussions with them may evidence 




To what extent does this individual want to do a good job, 
even if he/she could get by with doing a less acceptable job?
Discussion:
This variable looks at the part which the self-satisfaction 
derived from doing a good job plays in the motivation of the 
subject. The satisfaction must come from the work itself not 
from praise or rewards the results elicit from others. Mo one else's 
work standards are r-elevant, only the candidate's. A person 
who performs to the limits of his/her capacities, even if the 
quality of the output is low, would be rated high in this dimension. 
Conversely, a candidate who seems to be capable of more effort 
than is demonstrated (care must be taken in determining the limits 
of an individual's capacity) would receive a lower rating.
This variable is important because managers are not always 
rewarded for doing a good job. Someone with high inner work 
standards will do a good job for its own sake and self reward.
The individual who seeks to meet the standards set by the group 
or boss and who speaks of contributing his/her fair share to 
the results is probably average in this quality. The person 
who is content to do only enough to get by is at the low end 
of the scale, while an individual who tolerates no compromise 
with quality and constantly seeks improvement of his/her own
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knowledge and skills or of job methods is above average or high, 
the difference being a matter of degree.
A frequent question which arises relates to the perfectionist 
who is so high in this dimension that it creates problems in 
other areas. How do you rate an individual who spends a great 
deal of time and effort on some items in the In-Basket but completes 
only half of them? In this situation the incomplete work is 
reflected on some other dimension, such as organizing and planning; 
it has nothing to do with the candidate’s high inner work standards.
Source;
This - dimension can be observed throughout the assessment process. 
The In-Basket and group problems provide opportunities for the 
participants to demonstrate their inner work standards but the 





To what extent does this individual relate to management's 
views and problems?
Discussion;
The views and problems involved in this definition are the 
concept of good service to the customer, the justice of the 
Company position on rates, the antitrust suit, etc., the commit­
ment to Affirmative Action, the concept of good employee relations 
and of human resources development, the individual's interest 
in becoming a manager and his/her ideas of what management respon­
sibility entails, and so forth.
This variable is not a loyalty dimension. Professions of 
happiness or contentment with his/her job, the Company, etc. 
are too often surface expressions of feelings growing out of 
local associations or the individual's need for security or accep­
tance. The System is not perfect and there are many problems 
which managers are going to have the responsibility to solve.
A candidate high on Managerial Identification will probably have 
some constructive criticisms and, hopefully, some suggestions for 
improvement. These comments might be relevant to a particular 
job, department, policy, etc. However, if all of a candidate's 
suggestions involve only areas which would make craft jcbs better, 
the assessor should determine from all relevant data whether 
this candidate is really identifying with management. Similarly,
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a candidate who came to or stayed with the Bell System only because 
o£ salary and bene£its may be so oriented toward security that 
this is his/her main goal in life. An indication that the in­
dividual would satisfy self-objectives first, particularly in 
detriment to the attainment of essential Company objectives, 
would point to a below average or low rating on this dimension.
Source;
The only reliable source of information on this variable 
is the Personal Interview, although input can sometimes be derived 
from the Essay. The interview should not be terminated until 
in-depth probing has elicited sufficient information that will 
indicate how much the individual knows about Sell System value's 




To what extent will this individual's work performanoe stand 
up in the face of unusual pressures?
Discussion;
Most management jobs include an element of tension or stress 
at a level normally higher than that which characterizes non­
management jobs. In times of crisis* stress and tension can 
reach almost unbelievable levels. Qur concern is with the subject’s 
capacity for effective performance under the "normal" stress 
of everyday management, and with his/her ability to operate effec­
tively under abnormal conditions.
Before we can reach a judgment in this area, we must first 
determine whether, in a given instance, the individual was, in 
fact, in a stressful situation; having determined that he/she 
was in such a situation (i.e., that he/she felt stressed), we 
must observe how effectively he/she dealt with it. The individual 
who deals effectively with such conditions, indicating no real 
deterioration in level of performance, is above average or high 
in resistance to stress; the one who gives up, gets rattled, 
or performs erratically under stress is "below average" oc "low".
The entire assessment process is stressful - the candidate 
is being evaluated for a managerial job, being watched by three 
people simultaneously etc. - and should not be made any more so
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by the staff. Therefore, if an individual is not visibly tense, 
the observer should not contrive a situation to see how the candidate 
reacts. Evidence of feeling stress is not what this variable 
measures - it is how the candidate's performance holds up under 
such pressure. It is reasonable to conclude that an adequate 
performance in most problems, with no notable lapses, might represent 
at least average resistance to stress.
Source:
All of the Assessment Center tests and designs offer opportu­
nities for gathering data in this area. High points where stress 
seems to be felt by most assessees are in the Personal Interview 
(how long does it take to put him/her at ease'.’), the In-Basket 
interview, and t.he period in the Promotion Problem when he/she 
has no choice but to stand up and give a talk before a group 
of strangers. An individual who is initially nervous and ill 
at ease during the oral presentation, for example, but overcomes 
this and makes an effective presentation should be credited with 
a higher rating in resistance to stress.
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Range Of Interests
D e f i n i t i o n
To what extent is this person interested in a wide range 
of human activity?
Discussion:
Range of Interests is a measure of the subject's awareness
of what is going on in the world on' a local, state, national,
and international level— and of his/her involvement in these 
activities and events. We are interested in the variety of his/her 
activities and interests-— science, sports, music, politics, 
history, art, finance, sculpture, literature, gardening, or coin 
collecting— rather than in the depth to which some may be pursued, 
or in the values we might assign to given activities. A deep 
involvement in the work of his/her church, for example, might 
involve teaching a church-school class, singing in the choir 
and solicitation of new members— and all of these activities
might be regarded as laudable but this represents only a single
area of interest? if this happened to be his/her sole area, the 
variety of interests would be very limited. On the other hand 
a candidate who is interested in basketball and tennis as an 
observer, paints for fun, belongs to some type of organization, 
races sailboats in the summer, collects fish fossils, reads 
a newspaper everyday, and likes to travel would receive a high 
rating on this dimension.
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This variable can be predictive of potential. The more 
awace a person is in terms of what is going on, the betier super­
visor he can probably become.
Source:
The Personal Interview is the sole source of data for rating 
Range of Interests. Responses on the Personal History form relat­
ing to books and magazines, group memberships, hobbies, and sports 
are useful areas for inquiry during the Personal Interview, and 




To what extent can this individual continuously sustain 
a hi<jh level of work activity?
Discussion;
The measurement of this variable is quantitative by definition; 
quality is irrelevant. Thus the individual who spins his/her 
wheels furiously through the whole process should be rated high, 
even if he/she accomplishes nothing. Conversely, the individual 
who accomplishes much but with a minimum expenditure of energy 
and/or who evidences fatigue, should be rated "low" or "below 
average" in this variable. Credit for his/her accomplishments 
would be shown by suitable ratings in other variables.
Obviously there is a fatigue factor in 1>j days of testing, 
but all candidates are exposed to the same exercises. If a 
candidate's activity level noticeably fades in the afternoon 
or on the second day, this would be negative input to the rating 
on this dimension. Similarly, a start-stop pattern of activity 
may indicate lower energy. Most management jobs are fairly de­
manding in terms of the energy which they require to perform.
A question that arises at times is: "Can't personal or
health problems affect performance on the energy variable?"
It is as important that performance be sustained on the job in 
the face of such problems as it is during assessment, hopefully,
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a candidate faced with unusually severe problems will postpone 
attendance at the PAP center.
Source;
An individual's performance throughout the assessment process 
offers input to this variable. The In-Basket exercise and Manu­
facturing Problem are periods of intense activity which provide 
excellent opportunities for rating energy. For example, one 
who is visibly fatigued and inactive as the Manufacturing Problem 
moves into the later stages may be evidencing inadequate reserves 
of energy.
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Def inition;
How well can this person organize his/her work and how good. 
are his/her short and long terra plans?
Discussion;
It is very difficult to define the terra "management" in 
a business sense without including the concepts "plan" and 
"organize". "Organize" carries with it the connotation of handling 
present matters, while "plan" connotes dealing with future activities; 
aside from this distinction in time, the two terras embrace the
same kind of activity the giving of form, order, and structure
to the work in one's area of responsibility.
"Organizing and Planning" covers activities directed toward 
the effective and efficient use of one's own time, and of the 
resources available (people, money, and materials), to accomplish 
the business objective. This includes such things as establish­
ing priorities to insure timely achievement of group tasks ("first 
things first"), scheduling (people, money, and materials), coordina­
tion, follow-up, measurements, provision for contingencies and 
alternatives, setting objectives, and the like. So basic are 
these activities that the whole concept of management becomes 
meaningless without them.
A person who is dependent on someone else to structure his/her 
work is low in organizing and planning. He/she will try to de3l
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with situations when confronted by them, abandoning one unfinished 
piece of business to take up another, which will in turn be abandoned 
for yet another. Results are characterized by missed appointments, 
high costs, lack of coordination, and the like. He/she may complair 
about lack of organization, (blaming it on someone else), about 
the pressure of time, about overwork, and inadequate force.
The person who is high in organizing and planning is systematic 
in his/her approach to tasks. He/she will, as a matter of course, 
plan work for the day, for the month, and for the year. He/she 
will assign priorities which recognize relative degrees of urgency 
and importance, and distribute available resources (people, money, 
and materials) to insure timely accomplishment of objectives.
Results are characterized by a high incidence of appointments 
met, low unit costs, efficient utilization of resources, and 
a minimum of unforeseen "emergencies".
A person who is average in this quality falls somewhere 
between these limits. He/she might be expected to provide a 
degree of structure and order to the work in his/her area of 
responsibility which is adequate for the accomplishment of many, 
if not all, of the objectives. Unforeseen "emergencies" will, 
however, disrupt the group's activities from time to time, appoint­
ments will be missed, and efficiency will be average. He/she 
may complain about the pressures of time, about overwork, and 
inadequate resources (people, money, materials).
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Source:
The In-Basket exercise is the basic source of data; here 
we can look at the way the assessee uses his/her own time in 
dealing with this relatively complicated and involved situation, 
and we can also look at his/her success in giving "form, order, 
and structure” to the doing of the work in this new organization.
The In-Basket itself does not generally provide sufficient 
information on which to base an accurate evaluation of the primary 
variables. The In-Easket interview, as the second phase of this 
exercise, gives the observer an opportunity to really get to 
know how the basket was handled and what the candidate's decisions 
were based on.
We may have an opportunity to develop some data in his/her 
efforts to give structure to the group in the discussion phases 




How decisive is this person, and what is the quality of 
the decisions he or she makes?
Discussion:
A decision is a positive act of choice between two or more 
possible courses of action. In this variable we are looking 
at the assessee's ability to make hard business decisions of 
high quality as an individual (as opposed to participation in 
the joint actions of a problem-solving group). Acts which actually 
comprise mere conformity to the group will, or accommodation 
to conditions, rules, or circumstances are not real decisions 
within this context. Off-the-cuff or snap actions .are not real 
decisions either, since alternate courses of action are not con­
sidered (i.e., no "positive act of choice between two or more 
possible courses of action" is involved).
When is a decision one of high quality? If we attempt to 
evaluate each decision’on the basis of what we individually feel 
to be the "correct" decision as a criterion of quality it is 
likely that very divergent views will develop. Our problem is e''v\̂ 
not, however, to evaluate the substance of particular decisions > 
made in the Center, so much as it is to form a considered judgment 
concerning the subject's ability to make decisions of high quality 
on the job. This means that we must focus on the process by 
which the assessee arrived at his/her decisions. We should,
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therefore, consider the thoroughness with which he/she gathered 
data, the degree of insight and objectivity with which he/she 
analyzed the data, the consideration given to possible courses 
of action, the soundness of the premises, and the logic by which 
he/she arrived at the conclusion.
Overall ratings under this variable must take into account 
both aspects of decision making: willingness to make decisions,
and the ability to make high quality decisions. Both the in­
dividual who avoids decisions and the one who acts off-the-cuff 
and without thinking are low in decision making. The one who 
carefully gathers facts, weighs and analyzes them, and then acts 
positively is above average or high in decision making —  the 
difference is a matter of degree.
Source;
The In-Basket interview is our best source of data. From 
the foregoing it is evident that the interviewer's task is to 
get the assessee to talk about -whv_he^she_decided -to-act-as•he/she 
did - in depth and on a number of significant items - to gather 
enough information to evaluate the decision-making process. The 




To what extent can this individual get people to perform 
a task effectively without arousing hostility?
Discussion:
The key factor in this variable is whether a candidate can 
lead or influence a group to _accqmplish a task w ithout alienating 
the group members. The particular style of leadership used is 
not a concern; a candidate could be dominant and aggressive or 
rather subtle and low-key, as long as he/she is effective in
getting the group to respond to his/her attempts to lead with-
\
out arousing hostility. To determine whether an individual 
alienated others, assessors must look for observable reactions - 
verbal or non-verbal indications of dislike, fear or resentment." 
Responses on the group exercise questionnaires will often indicate 
whether or not hostility was aroused.
Leadership styles are sometimes categorized as "problem- 
oriented" or "people-oriented" (although many people lead by 
some combination of the two.) Our definition recognizes that 
leadership is a function of the situation in which the group 
finds itself. Acts which might integrate the efforts of a group 
and bring it to attainment of a goal in a given set of circum­
stances might well disrupt and frustrate them in another situation.
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The problem-oriented leader will be fixed on goal attainment 
and may step on toes while trying to move the group along. If 
this type of leader's influence becomes counterproductive, the 
rating would be low; for example, stubbornly clinging to the 
individual goal in the Promotion Problem to the extent that the 
group does not reach agreement on who should be promoted. However, 
if the group edges toward and ultimately reaches a useful goal, 
even with some begrudging conformity to this leader's pressures, 
there has been some productive leadership effort.
The people-oriented leader uses tact and suggestions to 
reach a goal, generating more participation in the decision making. 
At times, this person may use his/her strength to keep the group 
"on an even keel," not really steering it toward the goal. In 
this case the assessors must question whether or not these leader­
ship efforts were successful. If the people-oriented leader 
takes over a group floundering under the harsher direction of 
a problem-oriented leader, then the restoration of harmony has 
some real value in terms of the group goal. Simply maintaining 
harmony from the beginning to the end of the problem, however, 
does not relate to the managerial challenges of forming a business 
(Manufacturing Problem) or deciding on promotions (Promotion 
Problem).
Other evidence of leadership would be a candidate's bringing 
out information that is goal directed and effective in getting 
tasks accomplished. If a candidate is able to coordinate the
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activities of others effectively, this would be evidence oJ leader­
ship as would a willingness to compromise in order to react group 
goals. In rating this variable, it is very important to consider 
whether these efforts are successful, whether the group or part 
of it is influenced by a candidate.
It is possible that every member of the group will demonstrate 
some leadership. There may be two or more candidates vying for 
the central role of influence throughout the problem. Two candi­
dates may share the leadership function or no main leader may 
emerge. The idea is to rate each individual on the extent of 
influence he/she exerted on the group to accomplish a task.
Just as there are different styles of leadership, there 
are different types of groups in which these leaders function.
The group you will normally see in the assessment process is 
very task involved. They come to the assessment center, are 
given a task to do, and their main goal is to accomplish it.
There are others, however, that are more socially oriented.
They may divorce themselves from the task activities of the problems 
and their goal is to have a good time. They are very affiliative 
and may decide we've ma'de enough profit, so let's take a break 
or do something that is out of the normal realm of the task requi ed. 
When this occurs and the candidate can sell the idea to the rest 
of the group, that's leadership. In other words, it's not 
necessarily what they're doing in a task, but whether the in­
dividual can get the group to go along with his/her suggestions 
that's important.
159
A frequent question concerning this variable is: "In order
to get a high rating must the candidate show very high leadership 
in both group problems, or can this rating be given based on 
leadership influence in just one group?" Research indicates that 
leadership performance in one group is usually similar to 
performance on this dimension in the other. However, a clear 
leader role in one problem can qualify a candidate for a higher 
rating on this dimension, depending on what happened in the other. 
At times, a candidate may not understand what is required on one 
problem. Sometimes a candidate in the later problem holds back 
out of modesty, after being the outstanding leader in the first 
group problem. Consequently, although we usually expect leader­
ship performance to generalize over both group problems, it does 
not have to in order to be rated appropriately.
Another question often heard is: "How long does a candidate
have to sustain group leadership in order to be rated high on 
this dimension?" Although sustained leadership is desirable, 
the emphasis should be on the extent of effect of the total perfor­
mance. At times, even over a short period, a candidate can per­
form outstandingly in crystallizing the goals of the group, moving 
the group along, and so forth. Some leaders are "slow starters" 
but warm up to be quite influential. Others start off with a banj 
and settle into a less influential role. If a candidate has 
been effective for a time in exerting leadership, this should 
be reflected by a higher rating.
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Sometimes a leader emerges not because he or she has good 
leadership skills, but because no one else in the group makes 
an effort to lead. This type of leadership may be more the result 
of the low level of group dynamics rather than the individual's 
skills. This situation should be weighed carefully when rating 
an individual's leadership skills.
In the case where a candidate does not seem to lead at all 
in a problem, the assessor should ask why. Sometimes the question­
naire will give the answer. The candidate may write that "Red 
was the best leader, and I thought the best role I could play 
was to help him out." In light of a fact such as this, the assessor 
can go back and relate the actual behavior to the comment and 
arrive at some rating on this variable.
Source;
The two group exercises are the sources for measuring this 
variable. The Manufacturing Problem is a cooperative venture 
while the Promotion Problem is much more competitive. Consequently, 
the type of behavior which results in effective leadership may 
differ in each problem.
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STAFF MEMBER _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _





MANAGEMENT VARIABLES LOW BELOWAVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE HIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE
2 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILL
3 WI TT E N  COMMUNICATION SKILL i S
4 FORCEFULNESS




9 | NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS l /
10 j NEED APPROVAL OF PEERS
II inner w o r k  s t a n o a r d s
12 m a h g e r u l  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n / X
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS
IN r a n g e  o f i n t e r e s t s 1/
IS ENERGY
16 ORGANIZING A PLANNING l /
17 DECISION MAKING
18 LEADERSHIP SKILL t /
OVERALL EVALUATION:
1. MORE THAN ACCEPTABLE
2. ACCEPTABLE_ _ _ _ _ _ _
3. QUESTIONABLE_______




PERSONNEL ASSESSMENT PROGRAM ^ - - - - -  ^
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES SHEET NAME
COOE NUMBER
STAFF :^cM8ER _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  TITLE____
OATE_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  *’
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES LOW BELOWAVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE HIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUDE •
2 ORAL COMMUNICATION SKILL
l /
3 WRITTEN COWUNICATIOH SKILL
l /
4 FORCEFUUESS
5 UKAfttLITT u S
6 PERCEPTION 1 /
7 SELF OBJECTIVITY
8 a d a p t a b i l i t y l /
9 NEEO APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS l /
.0 NEEO APPROVAL OF PEERS
< /
II INNER WORK STANDARDS
12 MAHGERIAL IDENTIFICATION
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS
14 RANGE OF INTERESTS
i /
15 ENERGY
16 ORGANIZING A PLANNING l /
17 DECISION MAXING l /
IB l e a d e r s h i p  SKILL i /
OVERALL EVALUATION:








MANAGEMENT VARIABLES SHEET NAME
CODE
STAFF MEMBER 
d a t e
MANAGEMENT VARIABLES LOW BELOWAVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE NIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUOE
2 ORAL COWUNICATION SKILL








8 | a d a p t a b i l i t y
L '
9 NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS
l /
10 NEED APPROVAL OF PEERS
L /
II INNER PORK STANDARDS
i s '
12 MANGER U L  IDENTIFICATION
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS
l /
W RANGE OP INTERESTS
15 ENERGY
<6 ORGANIZING A PLANNING
17 DECISION MAKING
IB l e a d e r s h i p  s k i l l i /
OVERALL EVALUATION:









MANAGEMENT VAIIABi.ES SHEET NAME.
COOE NUMBER.




AVERAGE AVERAGE ABOVEAVERAGE NIGH
1 SCHOLASTIC APTITUOE \S
2 ORAL COtMJNICATiON SKILL
3 WRITTEN C0H4UNICATI0N SKILL y
N FORCEFULHESS uS
S LIKABIL1TT
G PERCEPTION U S
7 SELF OBJECTIVITY y
S ADAPTABILITY î
9 NEED APPROVAL OF SUPERIORS i/
10 NEEO APPROVAL OF PEERS iS
II INNER PORK STANDARDS
12 MAHGERIAL IDENTIFICATION l/
13 RESISTANCE TO STRESS
IB RANGE OP INTERESTS
IS ENERGY y
16 ORGANIZING A PUNNING y
17 DECISION MACING l/
IB l e a o e r s h i p  SKILL y
OVERALL EVALUATION:
1. MORE THAN a c c e p t a b l e
2. ACCEPTABLE . . . . . . .
3. QUESTIONABLE —  
1. NOT ACCEPTABLE—
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JOB DESCRIPTION f WORD PROCESSING SUPERVISOR
This position supervises a wora processing group of ten to 
fifteen suDordinates. The group is responsible for typing ana 
transcription support for one or more departments within a 
neaoquarters operation. The supervisor plans and directs the 
activities of employees wno type materials from previously 
typewritten or handwritten copy. They also type from dictation 
and may use document storage devices.
The Word Processing Supervisor is responsidle for training 
and development of supordinates. Other supervisory activities 
include setting performance standards, evaluating and appraising 
joa performance, and handling employee prooiems. The supervisor 
maintains a working relationship with users Dy participating in 
presentations to perspective users and consulting with users to 
determine requirements, expectations, and priorities.
The development and/or revision of procedures and training 
materials is another function of the Word Processing Supervisor’s 
position. Additional responsibilities include tne monitoring of 
production results, implementation of work measurement plans, and 
insuring appropriate use of equipment and supplies. Feedback is 
clear and available on a monthly basis.
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JOB DESCRIPTION X  INSTALLATION SUPERVISOR
This position is a line joo responsiDle for the installation 
of small PBX’s, Key equipment, private lines, radio and TV loops, 
arid line, station, ana residence services within an assignee area 
in the city. Installation Supervisors interpret service orders 
and make location visits to determine the time and materials 
required to complete installation work. These activities provioe 
the Installation Supervisor with tne information necessary for 
ordering supplies and establishing d a n y  work schedules. They 
also review the completion rate of service orders, determine tne 
reasons for missed orders, and appraise the need for overtime.
This position supervises approximately ten employees, 
including Installers and Repair personnel. The supervisor is 
responsible for tne training and development of tnese employees 
and the periodic evaluation of their work performance. Uther 
duties include conducting monthly safety discussions, maintaining 
employee attendance records, and making joo site visits to 
ooserve the quantity and quality of production. Since numerous 
statistical measures are applied to the performance of this j o d  
on a regular basis, feedback is clear and frequent.
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INFORMATION SHEET
Note: Please complete AFTER making your assessment and DO NOT




























1. How confident were you of your rating of applicant 
promotability?
Very Confident Not at all Confident
1 2 3 4 5








List the numbers of the three most important variables on 
the profile sheet in influencing your decision.
Most Important Variable: ______________________________
Second in Importance:_____ ______________________________
Third in Importance:
Please make any additional comments on this study or your 
decision making process below:
APPENDIX V




Using the numbers from 1 to 7 on the rating scale to the right,
mark your personal opinion about each statement in the blank that
immediately proceeds it. Please give your personal opinion
according to how much you agree or disagree with each item.
Please respond to all 21 items. Thank you.
RATING SCALE
1 = Strongly Disagree 5 = Slightly Agree
2 = Disagree 6 = Agree
3 = Slightly Disagree 7 = Strongly Agree
4 = Neither Disagree nor Agree
  1. It is less desirable for women than men to have a job
that requires responsibility.
  2. Women have the objectivity required to evaluate
business situations properly.
_____  3. Challenging work is more important to men than it is
to women.
_____  4. Men and women should be given equal opportunity for
participation in management training programs.
  5. Women have the capability to acquire the necessary
skills to'be successful managers.
_____  6. On the average, women managers are less capable of
contributing to an organization's overall goals than 
are men.
_____  7. It is not acceptable for women to assume leadership
roles as often as men.
_____  8. The business community should someday accept women in
key managerial positions.
  9. Society should regard work by female managers as
as valuable as work by male managers.
_____  10. It is acceptable for women to compete with men for
top executive positions.
_____  11. The possibility of preganancy does not make women
less desirable employees than men.
_____  12. Women would no more allow their emotions to influence
their managerial behavior than would men.
_____  13. Problems associated with menstruation should not make
women less desirable than men as employees.
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14. To be a successful executive, a woman does not have
to sacrifice some of her feminity.
15. On the average, a woman who stays at home all the
time with her children is a better mother than a
woman who works outside the home at least half time.
16. Women are less capable of learning mathematical and
mechanical skills than are men.
17. Women are not ambitious enough to be successful in
the business world.
18. Women cannot be assertive in business situations that
demand it.
19. Women possess the self-confidence required of a good
leader.
20. Women are not competitive enough to be successful in
the business world.







This i» a test of your ability to tell which one of five 
simple figure* can be found In n rrmro complex pattern. At the 
top of each page in. the test si b five simple figure* numbered 
I to 5. Beneath, the row of f igurea ia o page of patterns. P'.or 
each pattern decide which of the five simple figures it conferinn 
and mark that alternative by the appropriate number on. your 
answer sheet.
Wote; There is only one cf tbese figures in each pattern,
and this figare will always be right side up and exactly the same
sit® as one of the five numbered examples.*
Now try thsuse two examples;
51 2 3
The figures below show how the figures are included in the. 
problem*. Figure 1 is in the first problem and Figure 4 in the 
second.
x
Fou will have 10 minotes for each of the two pa.rtx of this 
teat. Each part ha* 2 pages. When you have finished Part; 1,
STOP. Please do not go on to Part 2 until you are asked to do *o„
DO MOT TURK THIS PftOE UNTJX ASRF.D 70 DO SO.
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00 CM TO THE flEXT PACE
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3X) hot go back to sart i, and 
K> HOT 30 OK TO AST OTHEH TRST W K L  ASKED TO VO SO.
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